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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

As the Metropolitan Planning Organization [MPO] for Mahoning and Trumbull Counties, the
Eastgate Development and Transportation Agency [EDATA] is required to annually prepare a
Transportation Improvement Program [TIP]. The TIP provides a comprehensive listing of
transportation improvements within our planning area that will be using federal and state
funding, and have been scheduled for implementation over the next four years.

Specifically, the TIP shall consist of improvements developed within the overall goals and
objectives of the transportation planning process and transportation plans, reflecting the priori-
ties of the implementing agencies, yet, staying within the funding constraints for the program-
ing period. The Interrnodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) requires
that:

The Transportation Improvement Program must be developed for each
metropolitan area, by the MPO in cooperation with the Ohio Department
of Transportation (ODOT) and transit operators, that includes all projects
to be funded with Title 23 or Federal Transit Administration (FTA) funds.

The TIP must be updated and approved at least every two years by the MPO
and Governor, with a reasonable opportunity for public comment prior to
approval.

The TIP must include a priority list and a fmncial plan that demonstrates
how it can be implemented and the TIP must be consistent with funding
reasombly expected to be available.

Preparation of the TIP involves cooperation at all levels of government in addition to citizen
participation. EDATA’s Technical Advisory Committee and Citizens Advisory Board review
and recommend the TIP to the General Policy Board, EDATA’s decision-making body. Project
review meetings are held on a regular basis with representatives of the Ohio Department of
Transportation, EDATA, and County, City, and Village Engineers to review and discuss the
status of the individual highway projects.

The Transportation Improvement Program contains separate sections for highway improve-
ments and transit improvements. These improvements are proposed by agencies responsible
for implementing the projects and are reviewed and programmed in the TIP by EDATA. Each
project must be in conformance with short and long range transportation management plans for
the region and be in conformance with requirements established in the 1990 Clean Air Act
Amendments and ISTEA.

1



CHAPTER 2

HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENTS

This chapter of the Transportation Improvement Program provides for the programming of
Federal Aid bridge and highway improvements for the next four years. A majority of the
projects listed in the TIP have been programmed previously by EDATA and the Ohio Depart-
ment of Transportation. Included in this chapter are the following:

o ODOT List of Projects Sold in Calendar 1995

0 Status of Projects Programmed in the first year of the FY1996 TIP

o Major Project Delays

o Status of the Federal Aid Surface Transportation Program

o Other Possible Funding Measures to Preserve the Existing Transportation System

o Construction Projects Shown in FY97

o Transportation Improvement Program Fiscal Years 1997-2000

0 Non-Federally Funded Projects

ODOT List of Proiects Sold in Calendar 1995

Table 1 is a copy of ODOT’s FP-24B Report for projects sold in Calender year 1995 for the
EDATAplanning area.

STATUS OF PROJECTS PROG RAMMED IN THE
FIRST YEAR OF THE FY1996 TIP

The FY1996 TIP listed 31 projects with either the Prelirnimry Engineering, Right-of-Way
Acquisition, or the Construction phase scheduled for fund obligation during State FY1996
(July 1, 1995-June 30, 1996). An analysis of those projects shows that of the total, 15 pro-
jects had a scheduled phase delayed to a future year, Prelirnimry Engineering was authorized
for the programmed phase of 2 projects, 12 projects were sold, Right of Way acquisition was
authorized for 1 project and 1 project showed no change. Table 2 shows the status of projects
programmed in the first year of the FY1996 TIP; identifying delays, authorized, and sold
projects.

FY1995 TIP listed 42 projects with either the Preliminary Engineering, Right-of-Way Acquisi-
tion, or the Construction phase scheduled for fund obligation during FY1995. An analysis of
those projects shows that, of the total, 34 projects had a scheduled phase delayed to a future
year, Preliminary Engineering was obligated for the programmed phase of 3 project, 13 pro-
jects were sold, and 3 projects were canceled.



MAJOR PROJECT DELAYS

Delays can result for a number of reasons including, but not limited to, changes in project
scope, extended review times, changes in environmental study requirements, the availability of
federal funds, the availability of local matching funds, and a variety of other reasons. A
number of major highway system and bridge projects have experienced considerable delays in
completion of a current phase and the beginning of the next phase. These projects have been
the subject of numerous discussions between project sponsors, the Ohio Department of Trans-
portation, state and federal elected officials and concerned citizens.

Specific concerns have been raised on numerous occasions regarding the status of the following
projects:

a- US62 Relocation Project, Phase 1, SR225 to 12th Street in Sebring
b- Replacement of the SR170 Main Street Bridge in the Village of Poland
c- Replacement of the SR616 (Bridge Street) Bridge in Struthers
d- Replacement of the Center Street Bridge in Youngstown
e- Construction of the Hubbard Expressway
f- Replacement of the Summit Street Bridge in Warren
g- Construction of the SR1l/King Graves Road Interchange

During the FY96-FY99 TIP development process ODOT initiated are-evaluation of all of
their statewide projects due to declining federal highway funding. According to ODOT, the
Project Selection Process was implemented to “ensure appropriate use of the limited funding
available for major projects. ” ODOT has held eight regional public hearings at various loca-
tions throughout the state over the last year in order to gather additional input for the Project
Selection Process. EDATA’s General Policy Board (GPB), along with all of the other MPO’s
were contacted and encouraged to review/critique the process, EDATA responded (on file) to
the proposed Project Selection Process. The Project Selection Process was fimlized on Febru-
ary 16, 1996 (See Appendix C). Projects moved out beyond the four year time frame during
the FY96 TIP development process are still listed beyond the FY97-FY2000 STIP/TIP time
frame. Taken from the above list they are; a, e, and g.
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TABLE 1 . .+.

REPORT DATE 01/10/96 COST AND DESCRIPTION FOR EACH PROdECT PAGE NO. 1 FP-24B .

FOR PROdECTS SOLO 01/01/95 THRU 12/31/95
***** AMouNTs sHowN ARE FoR REQuEsTEo couNTyfj poRTIoN OF THE TOTAL pRO~EcT f.osT *****

PROtJECT DESCRIPTION FUNO I NG PE R/W CONST TOTAL
----- ----- ----- ------- ----- ----- ------------------------- ---------- ------ ------ ----- ----- ------ ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- __

PROd POOI-95 MAH US422 2.42
PIO

STP
13878 LANDSCAPING

18,456 18,456
TOTAL .00 MILES YOUNGSTOWN CITY

SdN 04472-0 TEA PROdECT
4,614 4,614

TOTAL
APPN 733/706

23.070 23,070

SALE 02/22/95
COMP 12/31/95
----- ------ ----- ----- ----- ----- ---------- -------------------- ------------ ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ------- ------- ----- ------ ----- ----

PROIJ 7-95 MAH WAR 0.00
PID

STATE
14651 PAVEMENT MARKING

93,303 93,303
TOTAL .00 MILES . TOTAL

SON 64502-0
93,303 93,303

APPN 776
SALE 01/18/95
COMP 05/01/96
----- ----------.-- >------- ----- ----- ------- ------------------- ------ ------- ----- ----- ----- ------ ------ ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----

PROd 16-95 MAH SR 11 3.31 NH
PID 8004 REST AREA

1.463,945 1.463,945
TOTAL .00 MILES STATE 127,000

SUN 04713-0’ INC’DS SPN”S 017.018.01 SdN’S047133,047t31,047 j32
365,985 492,985

TOTAL 127,000 1,829,930 1,956,930
APPN 740 NH-78(39)
SALE 01/18/95
COMP 10/01/96
------ ------------- ----------- ------------ - - . --------- ------ ------ ------- ------ ------ --- ------- ------ ------ ------ ------ ----- _ -- -----

& PROd 29-95 MAH VAR 0.00 718 FUNOS
PIO 14674 PAVEMENT MARKING

94,405
TOTAL

94,405
.00 MILES TOTAL

SUN 64502-7
94,405 94,405

APPN 718
SALE 01/18/95
COMP 09/15/95
--------- ------ ------ ------------- ------- ------ -------- --------- ------- ----- ----- ------ ------ ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ------ _____ ---

PROd 52-95 MAH VAR 0.00 STATE
PID 14673 PAVEMENT MARKING

27,788
TOTAL .00 MILES

27,788
TOTAL

SUN 64503-1
27,788 27,788

APPN 718
SALE 02/01/95
COMP 09/15/95
----- ----- --------------- ----- ----- --------- ----- ------ ----- ------ ----- ------- ----- --------- ----- ------ ------- ----- ------ ----- ----- -

PROd 72-95 MAH VAR 0.00 STATE
PID 12703 SIGNALIZATION TOTAL

109,938
.00 MILES TOTAL

109,938

SdN 64307-3
109,938 109,938

APPN 777
SALE 02/22/95
COMP 02/28/97
----- -------- ------- ----------------------------- ------- ------- --------- ----- ----- ----- ------ ----- ----- -------- ----- ----- ----- ----- _

PROd 113-95 MAH VAR 0.00 STATE
PIO 14822 HERBICIOAL SPRAYING

12,628
TOTAL .00 MILES

12.628
TOTAL

%JN 64502-6
12,628 12,628

APPN 779
SALE 03/08/95
COMP 06/10/95

SOURCE: ODOT





TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

REPORT OATE 01/10/96 .COST AND DESCRIPTION FOR EACH PROtJECT PAGE NO. 3 FP-24B
FOR PROJECTS SOLO 01/01/95 THRU 12/31/95

***** AMolJNTs !jHoWN ARE FOR REQ(JESTEO COUNTYS PORTION OF THE TOTAL PROUECT COST *****

PROtJECT DESCRIPTION FUNOING PE R/W CONST TOTAL
------- ---------- -------- -------- ------- ------------ ----- --------- ------- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ____

PROtJ 560-95 MAH IR680 4.48
Plo

STATE 33,380 33,380
15227 MISCELLANEOUS TOTAL .00 MILES TOTAL

SCIN 64506-3 SIGN SUPPORTS
33,380 33.380

APPN 779 “
SALE 09/27/95
COMP 03/31/96
--- ------- ---- -- --- ---- ----- ------- ------------- -------- ------------- ------ ------ ------- ------ ------ ------- ------ - ------ - ------ -----

PROtJ 616-95 MAH SR 11 f.94
P1O

STATE 544,800 544,800
15240 BRIOGE REPAIR TOTAL .00 MILES TOTAL 544,800 544,800

StJN 64505-6
APPN 772
SALE 10/25/95
COMP 06/30/96
--------- -- . ----- - - ------------------- - ------- ------ ------- ------ ------- ------ ------ ------ ------- ------- ------ - ------ ------ ------ ---

PROd 643-95 MAH 1R680 4.04 lM 5,363,937
PIO 15051 FOUR-LN RESURFACING

5,363,937
TOTAL 2.94 MILES STATE

SdN 64506-2 RESURF 4L-OPS OIV
595,993 595,993

TOTAL 5,959,930 5,959,930
APPN 706 IM-680-9(42)
SALE 11/21/95
COMP 08/31/96

SOURCE: ODOT

















TABLE 2

DELATIPR WK I

O&Apr-%

STATUS OF PROJFCTS PROGRAMMED IN THE FIRST YE AR O F THE FY1996 T O FYI 999 TIP

l?twwwm%!kwA*E# w MM6Ml@G’tititiN*y’Wfifi,.
,..,...

PROJECT PHASE STATUS

BIKEWAY CONRAIL CORRIDOR SOUTH OF CONSTRUCTION
wESTERNRESERvERD. .

CO~Tsv(~~~_ROAD ufJ@ADE AND cOORDiNATE stGN~&:- pRELIMINARY_ENGINEEhING
FIFTH AVENUE ~_woop TO LINcOLN wIDENING ___ CONSTRUCTION
PoLAND PEDESTRIAN SiGNALS AT lNTERSECTIONS
__OF_US224 _AND SRI 70 CONSTRUCTION
Sfl!!. f!.fll!?gg REPLACEMENT OVER GARFIELD DITCH -- CONSTRUCTION
CH1 B PORTAGE CO. LINE TO MEANDER
_RESEFIVOIR ~ RECONSTFIUCTION CONSTRUCTION
CH18 OVER MILL CREEK PARK

BM_DGE REPLACEMENT CONSTRUCTION
us62 ~~_RACOON ROAD FLASHER CONSTRUCTION
us6_2/sR7 WILLIAM.SON-SOUTH AVE RESURFACING CONSTRUCTION
IR76 BAILEY ROAD OVER IR76 REHAB
_TWO BRIDGES __

us224 PRoM FAIRGROUND-TIFFANY DRIVE ‘- -
CONSTRUCTION

DELAYED BEYOND FY200(

AUTHORIZED
DELAYED TO FY98

DELAYED TO FY97
DELAYED TO FY98

ON SCHEDULE

SOLD ●

DELAYED TO FY97
SOLD ●

SOLD ●

SIGNALIZATION UPGRADE (CMAQ) CONSTRUCTION DELAYED TO FY97
SR289 WILSON AVE. FROM NORTH CORP. LIMIT
__T_OSOUTH CORP. LIM~= S_AFETYUPGRADE PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING AUTHORIZED
SR289 WILSON AVE. FROM WOOD ST 1.29 MILES EAST OF

VILLAGE WEST CORP LIMIT+EPLACE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION DELAYED TO FY97
Slj534 OVER IR76 REHAB_BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION SOLD “
IR680 FROM 180-5 TEELS_T 4 LANE RESURFACING CONSTRUCTION DELAYED TO FY98
IR680 PROM STEEL ST TO SOUTH AVE

4 LANE RESURFACING. CONSTRUCTION SOLD ●

(CMAQ) CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR QUALITY

● Projects implemented during FY 1996



WI

TABLE 2 (CONTINUED)

STATUS OF PROJECTS PRO~ IN THE FIRST YEAR O F THF FY1996 T(J FY199 9 TIP

PROJECT PHASE

EAST MARKET ST HEATON NORTH ROAD TO WARREN
0UTERBELT(SR82)- SAF_ETY UPGRADE CONSTRUCTION

EAST_iViARKET ST FROM:MAIN ST TO_HEATON NORTH ROAD20NSTRUCTION -
——. -—.—

LIBERTY STREET STEWART TO EAST CORPORATION
LIMIT_ROAD RECONSTR_UcTION _.

SUM”MIT_STREET_ BRID@.E_. __
WALNUTWNPARK
CH28 TIBBETTS_CORNERs WICK RD. ____
:R46 AT SALT SPRINGS lN~ERSECTION_lMPROVEMENTS
SR46 SOUTH OF US422 WIDEN TO 0.25 Ml N OF

SR82 ~WiDEN TO FOUf7LANES
IR80 EAST OF U562 REST A~EA@~HsTATiON
SR88 FROM 1.77 Ml E OF SR 534- REPLACE BRIDGE OVER

M-W RUN-.....
cH329 WARREN sHARoN_R~jj_~~LAcE Two BRIDGES
CH330A 2000 FEET S OF SR305 REPLACE BRIDGE

OVER_MOSQUITO CREEK
US422 SR45 TO SR1 69; LAIRD AV%~O-~DG~OAD

.REj20NsTRW2210N. ____
US422 WARREN 0.30 Ml E OF SR 45, REHAB BRIDGE
._OVER_MA_HONING RIVER

US422 FROM LOGAN TO HEATON-NORTH RD.
UPGRADE SIG~ALS AND PAVEMENT M_ARKl~GS (CfyIAQ)

CONSTRUCTION
60 NST@JCTiON---– ‘----–-
RIGHT _OF@AY
PRELIMINAR_Y_EN~!UgS~j&G
CONSTRUCTION

CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION

CONSTRUCTION
PRELIMINARY ENG!~EERING

CONSTRUCTION .—

Construction ___ _

CONSTRUCTION_

CONSTRUCTION

STATUS

SOLD ●

SOLD ●

SOLD ●

SOLD +
AUT_HORIZED
DELAYED TO FY98
DELAYED TO FY97

SOLD ‘
DELAYED EiEYOND FY200C

SOLD ●

DELAYED TO FY98

DELAYED TO FY97

DELAYED TO FY97

DELAYED TO FY97

SOLD ●

(CMAQ) CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR QUALITY

● Projects implemented during FY 1996



STATUS OF THE FEDERAL AID SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

Each fiscal year, EDATA receives an allocation of STP funds from the State in an amount
determined by finding formula. EDATA must program Federal Aid Highway funds for those
highways located within the Transportation Management Area (TMA) and designated as part
of the Surface Transportation Program (STP) system. Programming of funding for highway
projects located in Mahoning and Trumbull Counties is the direct responsibility of the General
Policy Board of EDATA.

Project amounts programmed cannot exceed available funding for the four year period covered
by the TIP as stipulated by ISTEA, and, must be fimncially constrained. Funding levels
considered available for program development purposes still combines current Federal Fiscal
Year STP allocations with previous fund balances and other categorical finding programs. For
the first year of the FY1997-2000 TIP, the funding will be limited to an obligation ceiling
equal to 100% of EDATA’s FFY97 STP/Donor State Bonus (DSB)/Restoration Funds
(RF)/and Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality (CMAQ) allocation plus any available Minimum
Allocations and Demonstration funds. The FFY92-95 non-attributable STP/DSB allocations for
EDATAmust be adjusted downward by approximately $89,000 (per year) to reflect the 1990
census population reductions from that of the 1980 census. This funding reduction will be
subtracted from the FFY STP/DSB/RF allocations over a four year period starting in FFY97.
For the second through fourth year of the TIP, obligation will also be limited to 100% of
EDATA’sallocation. For the FY1997 to FY2000 TIP the following funds are available for
programming for FY1997:

*FFY1997 STp/DBS/~: $3,464,000
Minimum Allocation (MA): 4,518,000
*FFY97 Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality: 1,882.000

Total Projected Funding Capacity: $9,864,000

* Total shown is 100.0% of apportionment subject to ceiling. For MA it is the total
available, including FFY97 allocation.

Anticipated allocations for FFY1997 through FFY2000 program years for STP, Donor State
Bonus, and Minimum Allocation funds total $3,611 annually. Since CMAQ obligation
authority is being granted to the MPO’s for FY1997 through FY2000, for TIP fiscal constraint
puxposes, EDATA can program up to $5,493,000 per year during this period. Table 3 lists the
FY97 to FY2000 TIP Fund Distribution totals by Fiscal Year for all TIP projects. Table 4 lists
all projects sorted by funding type. Figure 1 compares funding levels between the FY96 TIP vs
FY97 TIP based on the sorted funding types in Table 4. Table 5 shows the Fiscal Constraint
Analysis for the TIP. As of January 1996, over $35 million in STP, Donor State Bonus, and
Minimum Allocation funds has been obligated to projects in Mahoning and Trumbull Counties.
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TABLE 3

FY97 TO FY2000 TIP FUND DISTRIBUTION ($000)
TOTALS BY FISCAL YEAR AND MATCH (LOCAL & STATE)

!“ PID# CNTY

MAH
12525 MAH
14451 MAH
1204B MAH

4248 MAH
6238 MAH

16351 MAH
16383 MAH
14860 MAH

8567 MAH
10530 MAH

4260 MAH
14974 MAH
10976 MAH
10976 MAH

6100 MAH
12248 MAH

4165 MAH
9810 MAH
8738 MAH

11094 MAH
11094 MAH
16018 MAH
10958 MAH

4243 MAH
4225 MAH

MAH
MAH

9304 MAH
14340 MAH
13798 MAH

8643 MAH

ROUTE

PROJECT EXPEDITER
BIKE

COITSVILLE
ELM

FIFTH
MARSHALL

EAST GLACIER DRIVE
RIVERSIDE DRIVE

SPRING COMMON
SRI 1
SR14
CH18
SR46
SR46
SR46
US62
US62

US621SR193
lR76/80

IR80
IR80
IR80

CH151
SR165
SRI 70
CH187

SECT SE”CT
mi .km

0.00 0.000

0.00 0.000
0.00 0.000
0.00 0.000
0.00 0.000
4.53 7.290
0.00 0.000

14.5223.367
14.6723.608
14.6723.608
11.2018.024
18.3529.531
18.8630.351

7.01 11.281
0.27 0.435
5.05 8.127
5.05 8.127
0.00 0.000

10.21 16.431
9.7515.691
1.00 1.609

TYPE

STPM
STPM
STPM
STPM
STPM

BR
STPS
STPS
STPS

NH
BR

STPC
STPS
STPM
STPS
STPS
STPM
STPM

IM
IM
IM

NH
STPM
STPS

BR
BR

US224/SRl 70 CMAQMPO
US224 (CANFLD) CMAQMPO

US224 13.66 21.983 CMAQMP0
US224 20.7033.313 STPM
SR289 0.000 STPM
SR289 7.33 11.796 BR

FY97

$63
$120
$400

$::
$0

$202
$297

$79

$3%
$912

$0
$0
$0

$140

$9;:
$0
$0
$0
$0

$2%
$532

$1,360

$2%
$1,500

$0
$0
$0

FY98

$0
$0

$2;;
$232
$960

$0
$0

$2,4i;
$0
$0

$270
$3,200
$5,040

$0
$0
$0

$9::
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$3%
$0

$1::

$4;:

FY99

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

::
$0
$0

$4%
$0
$0
$0
$0

$2,0::
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

::

FY2000

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$696

$9,3::

$1,1%
$1,000

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$1,1::
$0

TOTAL
FEDERAL

$63
$120
$400
$213
$268
$960
$202
$297

$79
$2,400

$372
$912
$270

$3,200
$5,040

$140
$1,096

$974
$9,315

$990
$1,125
$1,000
$2,050

$279
$532

$1,360
$375
$275

$1,500
$184

$1,120
$428

HFTYPE.WK I

21. May-$6

TOTAL
MATCH”I

$::
$100

$53
$64

$240
$74
$74
$20

$600
$93

$352
$80

$2,0::
$15

$274

$1,0::
$110
$375

$5::
$31

$133
$340

$0

%
$46

$280
$107

ABBREVIATIONS: Refer to TABLE 7



TABLE 3 (CONTINUED)

03

! PiD# CNTY

4229 MAH
4229 MAH
4229 MAH
4130 MAH
4130 MAH

12681 MAH
7386 MAH

15568
15568
11910
11910

12624

12413
12413
12158
12623

4159
4159

14972
14972

14881
11931
11613
11925
12188
11296
14311

6266
14192

12622
6109

9717

TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU

ROUTE

CH313
CH313
CH313
SR616
SR616
IR680

SR71 1

FREEDOM SEC COR
FREEDOM SEC COR

BELMONT
BELMONT

ELM ROAD
HIGH ST
LIBERTY
LIBERTY

LBTY SOFT MTCH
MAIN ST

PARK AVE
suMMIT/sR45
SUMMITISR45

WALNUT RUN PK
WALNUT RUN PK

WARIRAVENNA RD
W LBTY STREETSCAPE

SR5
SR5
SR5
SR5
SR5

SR71US62
SR1 1
CH28

SR45/SALT SPRINGS
SR451MAHON

SR45
SR46
SR46

SECT
mi

0.43
0.43
0.43
3.09
3.09
0.00
0.00

SECT
km

0.692
0.692
0.692
4.973
4.973
0.000

TYPE

D?
HDP

BR
DPR

BR
IM

STPS

STPM
STPS

0.00 0.000 BR
0.00 0.000 DPR
0.00 0.000 STPM

STPM
CMAQMPO

STPM
STPM
STPM
STPM

7.9612.810 NH
7.9612.810 STPM
0.00 0.000 STPM
0.00 0.000 STPS
0.00 0.000 STPM
0.00 0.000 STPM
3.39 5.456 STPS

10.44 16.801 NH
16.0725.861 BR
18.04 29.032 NH
31.0249.920 BR

STPM
3.40 5.472 NH

STPM
CMAQMPO

8.2613.293 STPM
9.22 14.838 STPS
0.00 0.000 STPM
1.69 2.720 STPS

FY97

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$450
$0

$200
$840

$0

$1:8

$1::
$568

$40
$536

$0
$2,1io

$877
$80
$40

$0
$0
$0

$3:;
s 1,400

$432
$200

$0
$0
$0

$6;;

$1:;

FY98

$1,0::
$0
$0

$4,9%
$3,000

$0
$0

$180
$1,200

$0
$400

$0
$0
$0
$0

$584
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$8,0;;
$80

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

FY99

$13,200
$2,950
$3,350

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

::
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

::
$720

$2,000
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$1,0::

$x
$0

FY2000

$0
$0

$1,2::
$1,928

$4,0::

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$1::
S52

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$7::
$125

$0

::
$0

TOTAL
FEDERAL

$13,200
$3,950
$3,350
$1,200
$1,928
$5,400
$7,000

$200
$840
$180

$1,200
$150
$400
$160
$568

$40
$536
$584

$2,110
$877

$80
$40

$158
$52

$720
$2,000

$312
$1,400

$432
$200

$8,000
$800
$125

$1,020
$639

$40
$157

TOTAL
MATCH

$0
$0
$0
$0

$802
$550

$0

$1:8
$345

$0
$0

$100
$0

$18
$134
$146

$7::
$30

$x
$13

$180
$500

$78
$360
$108

$2,0::
$200

$2::
$71
$10
$37

ABBREVIATIONS: Refer to TABLE 7



TABLE 3 (CONTINUEDI

PID# CNTY

13398 TRU
9137 TRU

10060 TRU
11096 TRU
11044 TRU
11044 TRU
11317 TRU

8192 TRU
14148 TRU
11860 TRU

7786 TRU
11854 TRU
14151 TRU

9507 TRU
11605 TRU

ROUTE

SR461SR169
IR80
IR80
IR80

SR82
SR82
SR88

CH142
CH329

CH330A
US422
US422

US4221NVIENNA
US422
SR534

SECT SECT
mi km

3.18 5.118
1.55 2.494
7.99 12.858
9.58 15.417

25.2440.619
25.2440.619
23.3837.625

11.56 18.604
11,86 19.086
17.81 28.662
19.2931.043
22.4636.145

TYPE

STPM
IM
IM
IM

NH
BR

STPS
BR

STPM

ST;;
BR

STPM
STPM

BR

I=Y97

$1,140
$6,429

$0
$0
$0
$0

$4::

$2::
$352
$924

$0

$2::

FY98

$0
$0

$7,4::
$0
$0

x
$80

$0
$0
$0

$1%
$0

FY99

$0
$0
$0

$8;:
$3,297

$696
$0
$0
$0
$0

$1,3::
$0
$0

FY2000

$0

$5::
$0
$0
$0
$0

$8i;
$0
$0
$0

$1 ,4%
$0

TOTAL
FEDERAL

$1,140
$6,429

$585
$7,425

$824
-$3,297

$696
$496
$920
$288
$352
$924

$1,308
$1,600

$200

1TOTALI
MATCH]

$286
$701

$65
$825

$1,0::
$174

$0
$230

$72
$88

$231
$327
$400

__ $50

ITOTALS $26,561 $41,351 $31,855 $24,304 $124,071 $18,574[

ABBREVIATIONS: Refer to TABLE7



TABLE 4

N
o

FY97 TO FY2000 TIP FUND DISTRIBUTION ($000)
TOTALS BY FUNDING TYPE AND MATCH (LOCAL & STATE)

“ PID# CNTY- “- ‘-- ‘“---

6238 MAH
10530 MAH

4243 MAH
4225 MAH
8643 MAH
4229 MAH
4130 MAH

11910 TRU
11925 TRU
11296 TRU
11044 TRU

8192 TRU
11860 TRU
11854 TRU
11605 TRU

TOTAL BR

4229 MAH
4229 MAH
4130 MAH

11910 TRU

TOTAL DP

ROUTE

MARSHALL
SR14

SRI 70
CH187
SR289
SR313
SR616

BELMONT
SR5
SR5

SR82
CH142

CH330A
US422
SR534

CH313
CH313
SR616

BELMONT ST

SECT SECT
mi km

4.53 7.290
9.75 15.691
1.00 1.609
7.33 11.796
0.43 0.692
3.09 4.973

0.00 0.000
16.07 25.861
31.02 49.920
25.24 40.619

11.86 19.086
22.46 36.145

0.43 0.692
0.43 0.692
3.09 4.973

0.00 0.000

T-YPE

BR
BR
BR
BR
BR
BR
BR

BR
BR
BR
BR
BR
BR
BR
BR

FY97

$3%
$532

$1,360
$0
$0
$0

$3?;
$432

$4::
$288
$924
$200

$4,916

$0
H~p $0
DPR $0

DPR $0

$0

FY98

$960
$0

%
$428

$0
$0

$180
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$1,568

$1,0:8
$0

$1,200

$2.200

FY99

$0
$0
$0
$0

$3,3%
$0

$0
$0

$3,2;;
$0
$0
$0
$0

$6,647

$13,200
$2,950

$0

$0

$16,150

FY2000 TOTAL
.FE.D.ERAL

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$1,9;:

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
SQ

$1,928

$0

$1,2:8

$0

$1,200

$960
$372
$532

$1,360
$428

$3,350
$1,928

$180
$312
S432

$3,297
$496
$288
$924

__$200

$15,059

$13,200
$3,950
$1,200

$1.200

$19,550

TIPTYPE2.WKI

13-May-%

TOTAL
MATCH;

$240
$93

$133
$340
$107

$8:!

$345
$78

$108
$1,030

$:;
$231

._$50

$3,629

$0
$0
$0

$0

$0

ABBREVIATIONS: Refer to TABLE 7



TABLE 4( CONTINUED)

PiD# CNTY RO”UTE SECT SECT
mi km

TYPE FY97 FY98 FY99 FY2000 TOTAL
FEDERAL

TOTAL
MATCH I

9810 MAH
8738 MAH

11094 MAH
12681 MAH

lR76/80
IR80
IR80

IR680

7.01 11.281
0.27 0.435
5.05 8.127
0.00 0.000

$0
$0

$4%

IM
IM
lM
IM

$0
$0
$0
$0

$9,315

$1,1::
$0

$9,315
$990

$1,125
$5,400

$1,035
$110
$375
$550

9137 TRU
10060 TRU
11096 TRU

IR80
IR80
IR80

1.55 2.494
7.99 12.858
9.58 15.417

IM
IM
IM

$6,429
$0
$0

$0

$7,4;:

$0
$0
$0

$5::
$0

$6,429
$585

$7,425

$701
$65

$825

TOTAL IM $6,879 $13,365 $0 $11,025 $31,269 $3,661

8567 MAH SR1 1 0.00 0.000
11094 MAH IR80 5.05 8.127

NH $0
NH $0

$2,400
$0

$0
$0 $1,0%

$2,400
$1,000

$600
$0

4159 TRU suMMIT/sR45 7.96 12.810
11613 TRU SR5 10.44 16.801
12188 TRU SR5 18.04 29.032

6266 TRU SR1 1 3.40 5.472
11044 TRU SR82 25.24 40.619

NH $2,110
NH $0
NH $1,400
NH $0
NH $0

$0
$0

$8,0%
$0

K
$0
$0
$0

$2,110
$2,000
$1,400
$8,000

$824

$5::
$360

$2,000
$0

TOTAL NH $3,510 $10,400 $2,824 $1,000 $17,734 $3,460

4260 MAH

TOTAL STPC

CH18 0.00 0.000 STPC $912 $0 $0 $0 $912 $352

$912 $0 $0 $0 $912 $352

ABBREVIATIONS: Refer to TABLE 7



‘ PIDX ‘CIUTY

MAH
12525 MAH
14451 MAH
12048 MAH

4248 MAH
12248 MAH

4165 MAH
16018 MAH

MAH
MAH

9304 MAH
14340 MAH
13798 MAH
10976 MAH

15568

12624

12413
12413
12158
12623

4159
14972

14881
14311
14192

12622

13398
14148

7786
14151

9507

TRU
TRU
TRU

TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU
TRU

R-OUTE

PROJECT EXPEDITER
BIKE

COITSVILLE
ELM

FIFTH
US62

US621SR193
CH151

US224/SRl 70
US224 (CANFLD)

US224
US224
SR289

SR46

FREEDOM SEC COR
ELM ROAD

HIGH ST
LIBERTY
LIBERTY

LBTY SOFT MTCH
MAIN ST

PARK AVE
suMMIT/sR45

WALNUT RUN PK
WARRENIRAVIENNA

W LBTY STREETSCAPE
SR71US62

CH28
SR451SALT SPRINGS

sR45/MAHoN
SR46

SR461SR169
CH329
US422

US422/NVlENNA
US422

TOTAL STPM

ABBREVIATIONS: Refer to TABLE 7

lA15Lt 4[UUN 1 lNUtU)

SXCT SECT TYPE r-Y97
mi km

0.00 0.000 STPM $63
STPM $120
STPM $400
STPM
STPM $::

18.35 29.531 STPM
18.86 30.351 STPM $9;:

0.00 0.000 STPM $0
CMAQMPO
CMAQMPO $2%

13.66 21.983 CMAQMPO $1,500
20.70 33.313 STPM $0

STPM $0
14.67 23.608 STPM $0

0.00 0.000

7.96 12.810
0.00 0.000

0.00 0.000

8.26 13.293
0.00 0.000
3.18 5.118

11.56 18.604

STPM
STPM
STPM

CMAQMPO
STPM
STPM
STPM
STPM
STPM
STPM
STPM
STPM
STPM
STPM

CMAQMPO
STPM
STPM
STPM
STPM
STPM

$200
$150

$1%
$568

$40
$536

$8%
$80

$0

$2::
$0
$0
$0

$l,li:

$3:;
17.81 28.662 STPM $0
19.29 31.043 STPM $0

$7,671

FY98

$0
$0

$2!:
$232

$0
$0

$3%
$0

$1::

$3,2::

$0

$4%
$0
$0
$0

$5::
$0
$0
$0
$0

$::
$0
$0
$0

$::
$0

$1%

$5,508

FY99 ~Y~6-00 TOTAL
FEDERAL

$0
$0
$0
$0

$4::

$2,0%
$0
$0
$0

$:
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

%
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$1,0::
$40

$0
$0

$1,3%
$0

$4,818

$0
$0
$0
$0

$6;;
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$1,1::
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$1::
$52

$7;:
$125

$0

!:
$840

$0

$1,.4.%

$5,151

$63
$120
$400
$213
$268

$1,096
$974

$2,050
$375
$275

$1,500
$184

$1,120
$3,200

$200
$150
$400
$160
$568

$40
$536
$584
$877

$80
$158

$52
$200
$800
$125

$1,020
$40

$1,140
$920
$352

$1,308
$1,600

$23,148

TOTAL
MATCH I]

$%
$100

$53
$64

$274

$5!:
$0
$0

$::
$280

$0

$0

$1%
$0

$1::
$134
$146
$746

$30
$39
$13

$2::

$2::
$10

$286
$230

$88
$327

.$400

$4,466



PID# CNTY

16351 MAH
16383 MAH
14860 MAH
14974 MAH
10976 MAH

6100 MAH
10958 MAH

7386 MAH

TRU
14972 TRU
11931 TRU

6109 TRU
9717 TRU

11317 TRU

ROUTE
-—

EAST GLACIER DRIVE
RIVERSIDE DRIVE

SPRING COMMON
SR46
SR46
US62

SRI 65
SR71 1

FREEDOM SEC COR
WALNUT RUN PK

SR5
SR45
SR46
SR88

TOTAL STPS

TABLE 4( CONTINUED)

SECT SECT TYPE FY97
mi km

0.00 0.000
0.00 0.000
0.00 0.000

14.52 23.367
14.67 23.608

11.2 18.024
10.21 16.431

0.00

STPS
STPS
STPS
STPS
STPS
STPS
STPS
STPS

$202
$297

$79
$0

$1::
$279

$0

STPS $840
0.00 0.000 STPS $40
3.39 5.456 STPS
9.22 14.838 STPS $6;;
1.69 2.720 STPS $157

23.38 37.625 STPS $0

$2,673

FY98

$0
$0

$2%
$5,040

$0

$3,0%

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$8,310

FY99 FY2000 TOTAL “T131XL~~
FEDERAL __MATCH

$0 $0
$0E $0

$0 $0
$0 $0
$0
$0 %
$0 $4,000

$202
$297

$79
$270

$5,040
$140
$279

$7,000

$74
$74
$20
$80

$2,060
$15
$31

$0

$0 $0 $840 $190
$0 $40

$7;: $0 $720 $1%
$0 $0 $639 $71

$157 $37
$6;; .:: $~96------ $.139..

$1,416 $4,000 $16,399 $3,006

TALS $26 b61# $41,3!)1 $31 8b5# $24,304$124,011 $18,5/4[

m
w

ABBREVIATIONS: Refer to TABLE 7
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F
$11,428

S3,464
$14,892

$2,360
$12,532

$3,464
$15,996

M
w!

$4,971
$11,025

$3,464
$14,489

$4,818
$9,671
$3,464

$13,135

$5,026

$8,109

TABLE 5

FY97 TO FY2000 FISCAL CONSTRAINT ANALYSIS
EDATA MPO PROGRAMMED FUNDING: STP - DSB - RF - CMAQ - MA

(000’s)

CMAQ

S8,267
$1,882

$10,149

$2,986 a.
$7,163
$1,882
$9,045

*375 b.
$8,670
$1,882

$10,552

$0
$10,552

$1,882
+ 12,434

$125c.

$12,309

)BLIGATION
LIMIT

$5,346
S5,346

$5,346
$5,346

$5,346
$4,818

$5,346
$5.151

MA

$4,371
$147

$4,518

$4,518
$2,325
$2,193

$147
$2,340

$2,340
$162

$2,178
$147

$2,325

$2,325
$0

$2,325
$147

$2,472

$2,472
$0

$2,472

TOTAL

$24,066
$5,493

$29,559

$9,864
$7,671

$21 #888
$5,493

$27,381

S7,686
$5,508

$21,873
$5,493

S27,366

$7,671
$4,818

$22,548
$5,493

$28,041

$7,818
$5,151

$22,890

Anticipated CMAQ draws:
a. CMAQ draws for FY97:
b.CMAQ draws for FY98:
c.CMAQ draws for FYOO:

)25+$275+$1500+$160 +$1026
;375
)125

PROJECTED CARRYOVER 1/30/96
FFY 97 ALLOCATION -2/27/96
FEDERAL FUNDS AVAILABLE SFY 97

SFY 97 PROGRAM FUNDING LIMIT
EDATA FEDERAL FUNDS PROGRAMMED SFY97
CARRYOVER TO SFY98
FFY 98 ALLOCATION 2/27197
FEDERAL FUNDS AVAILABLE SFY98

SFY 98 PROGRAM FUNDING LIMIT
EDATA FEDERAL FUNDS PROGRAMMED SFY98
CARRYOVER TO SFY99
FFY 99 ALLOCATION 2/27/98
FEDERAL FUNDS AVAILABLE SFY99

SFY 99 PROGRAM FUNDING LIMIT
EDATA FEDERAL FUNDS PROGRAMMED SFY99
CARRYOVER TO SFY2000
FFY 2000 ALLOCATION 2/27/99
FEDERAL FUNDS AVAILABLE SFY2000

SFY 2000 PROGRAM FUNDING LIMIT
EDATA FEDERAL FUNDS PROGRAMMED SFY2000

BALANCE END OF SFY 2000

CE[LTIP7.WK1



OTHER POSSIBLE FUNDING MEASURES TO
PRESERVE THE EXISTING TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM:

OHIO PUBLIC WORKS INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (ISSUE 2)
AND LOCAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (LTIP)

The District 6 Public Works Integrating Committee (D6PWIC) is charged to recommend to the
Ohio Public Works Commission (OPWC) infrastructure projects that contribute to the district’s
infrastructure system but would not be undertaken without financial assistance from either the
State Issue 2 Program or the Local Transportation Improvement Program. The Eastgate
Development and Transportation Agency (EDATA) was designated by the District 6 Public
Works Integrating Committee to administer the programs in Mahoning and Trumbull Coun-
ties.

Available fmncial assistance includes the funds that will be available to District 6 subdivisions
from State Issue 2 (S12) and the LTIP in Program Year 1996:

$4,696,000 ISSUE 2 DISTRICT ALLOCATION

$2,437,000 LTIP ALLOCATION

$7,133,000 TOTAL ALLOCATION

In addition to the above mentioned finding sources, an additioml $12,000,000 is made avail-
able statewide for communities with under 5,000 in population. The award of these funds is
made by the Ohio Public Works Commission, Small Governments Capital Improvements
Commission through a statewide competition. These funds are not allocated on a district basis.

Grants of up to 90% of eligible cost are available to local political subdivisions for infrastruc-
ture repair/replacement projects and up to 50% for new/expansion projects listed as eligible for
funding under Issue 2. The eligible project types are:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Roads
Bridges
Culverts
Waste Water Treatment Systems
Water Supply Systems
Solid Waste Disposal Facilities
Storm Water and Sanitary Collection, Storage, and Treatment
Systems and Facilities

In 1989 the Ohio Legislature passed a 5.2C increase to the Ohio State gasoline tax, of which 1~
was to be used for improving the road and bridge infrastructure under the Local Transportation
Improvement Program (LTIP). LTIP program funds are a portion of state gasoline tax reve-
nues that are distributed to the nineteen Public Works Integrating Committees. For Program
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Year 1996 preliminary figures total $2,437,000, for District 6. In addition to the $2,437,000
additional monies may become available from funds awarded but not used in previous rounds.

Local Transportation Improvement Program funds are awarded in the form of grants for up to
100% of eligible project cost. These funds are available to local political subdivisions for in-
frastructure projects listed as eligible for funding as follow:

1. Roads
2. Bridges

CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS SHOWN IN FY97

Programmed FY1997 Construction Projects for various locations in Mahoning and Trumbull
Counties are listed in Ihble 6 with accompanying location maps for each county (Figure 2 and
Figure 3).

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM FISCAL YEARS 1997-2000

Program Descriptions and Abbreviations are shown in Table 7. Table 8 displays the multi-year
program lists for Mahoning and Trumbull counties.

NON-FEDERALLY FUNDED PROJECTS

EDATAsupports inventory documentation for the Capital Improvement Report (CIR) for each
community in the Ohio Public Works District 6 that participates in either State Issue 2 or the
Local Transportation Improvement Program (LTIP). The inventory includes a detailed list of
individual components; highways, bridges, culverts, water supply, water distribution, waste
systems, waste collection and stormwater sewer management, and the condition and needed
repairs of those components. For informational purposes, Table 9 identifies ODOT’s FY97 and
FY98 Two Lane Program for Mahoning and Trumbull Counties, the Ohio ‘lhmpike Commiss-
ion’s third lane addition, and CH151 South Avenue, an example of an LTIP project amlyzed
for air quality amlysis; all non-federally funded projects.
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TRUMBULL COUNTY
Figure 2

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
FISCAL YEAR 1997

CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS
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Table 7

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS AND ABBREVIATIONS

FUNDING

CATEGORY DESCRIPTION USED BY RATE

I I I
lInterstate Construction/

l----------------------- l-----~ ----- l-----------------
lInterstate Maintenance I

l----------------------- l----~ ~----- l----------------
lNational Highway Systeml

l----------------------- l----: ----- l-------=-------
lBridge Replacement & I BR I ODOT & LOCAL

lRehabilitation I I UNITS OF GOVER.

l----------------------- l----------- l------------------
lSurface Transportation I STP ODOT & LOCAL

lProgram I I UNITS OF GOVER.

l----------------------- l----------- l------------------

II
[ 90%1

1----1
1 90%[

1----1
I 80%(

1----1
I 80%

I

1----
I 80%

I

1----
lCongestion Mitigation

land Air Quality

l-----------------------
190% Minimum Allocation

I
l-----------------------
lDemonstration Projects:

I Rural Access

I Urban Access

I Innovative Projects

I Economic Development

l------------------------

CM/AQ I ODOT & LOCAL

UNITS OF GOVER.

----------- l------------------
MA ODOT & LOCAL

I UNITS OF GOVER.

----------- l------------------
ODOT & LOCAL

DPR UNITS OF GOVER.

DPU

DPI

80%

----

80%

----

80%

II
II
I

DP I I
----- ------ l------------------ l----

I.StateMatch 1s1 STATE II
lLocal Match ILI LOCAL II
I l_l

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

PID# - ODOT Project Number

AIR - Air Quality Analysis Status

A- Analyzed

E- Exempt From Analysis

ABBREVIATIONS *****

PHASE OF WORK:

P- Preliminary Engineering

R - Right-of-Way Acquisition

c- construction

L- Local Share State or

Local Entity

“G“ - 100% Federal Funds

STP - STP Funds Allocated by EDATA
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Table 8

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM

Fiscal Year 1997 to 2000
Federal Aid Projects
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CHAPTER 3

~ EMENT

The Western Reserve Transit Authority (WRTA) amually receives funding from the Federal
Transit Administration (FTA) and the Ohio Department of Transportation for operating and
capital assistance. The Transit Development Program prepared by EDATA and amended
annually is an important planning document that identifies operating and capital needs.

Major issues which continue to face the WRTA are the delivery of transportation services for
network expansion and to secure a sound financial base for operating and capital needs.

During FY1997 WRTA will utilize FTA and ODOT funding to purchase emission testing
equipment, a computerized fuel station, 1-CNG service vehicle, and various other items.

Over the four year period of the TIP, the WRTA is requesting federal assistance of $931,800,
for capital expenditures and approximately $3,296,372 for operating assistance (see Table
12). A portion of WRTA’S Section 5307 (formerly Section 9) funding from FTA will contin-
ue to be utilized for transit planning purposes.

Transit related capital improvements, included in the TIP, are determined through an ongoing
planning process involving the WRTA, EDATA, ODOT, FTA, and other governmental and
private agencies. The Transit Development Program (TDP), is recommended once every five
years with annual updates encouraged by the Ohio Department of Transportation. The TDP
reflects the WRTA’s short range plans and describes methods that will be used to implement
the plan. Recommendations from the TDP are used as an initial basis for project selection.

The development of the &all and final TIP involves input from many different groups. Pro-
posed plans and projects are reviewed by the EDATA Technical Advisory Committee,
EDATA Citizens Advisory Board, the WRTA Board and the Public Involvement Program.
Available funding levels are reviewed and projects are programmed after it is determined that
financial constraints are met and public review has taken place.

ELDERJ.Y AND DISABLED TRANSPORT ATION

EDATA will continue its efforts at vehicle coordination in Mahoning and Trumbull Counties.
As part of its planning program, EDATA will again administer the FTA Specialized Transpor-
tation Program (formerly known as Section 16) for the region and annually certify vehicle
coordination efforts to ODOT through EDATA’s Maximum Vehicle Utilization Coordination
Plan. Federal funding in the amount of $57,481 will be available for elderly and disabled
vehicle and related equipment acquisition by area social service organizations and agencies.
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FINANCIAL CAPACITY STATEMENT

The Western Reserve Transit Authority (WRTA) is the recipient of 49USC Section 5307
(formerly FTA’s Section 9) funding in the Mahoning and Trumbull Counties area. As such,
the WRTA has applied for federal and state funding assistance for FY1997.

The Financial Capacity Statement, prepared by the WRTA, for budget years FY1996 through
FY2000 is shown in Table 11. EDATA’s Financial Capacity Assessment summary for pro-
gramming transit improvements and operating subsidies is shown in Table 12.
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Table 10

TRANSIT IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM

Fiscal Year 1997 to 2000
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TABLE 10

WRTA97.wkl

Pg. TR1

04–Apr–96

- EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

TRANSIT SUMMARY SHEET ($000)

FISCAL YEAR TOTAL EXPENDITURES FEDERAL FUNDING

[Beginning July 1) ● CAPITAL OPERATING PLANNING * CAPITAL OPERATING PLANNING

1997 269.8 4858 50 215.8 824 40

1998 470 5036 50 376.0 824 40

1999 5220 50 355.2 824 40

2000 54 5412 50 43.2 824 40

● include all 5310 (Specialized Transportation) funds for 1997



TABLE 10 – CONTINUED

WllTA97.Wkl

Pg. TFt2Chg EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
TRANSIT ANTICIPATED PIANNING SCHEDULE

ANTICIPATEDSECTION5907 PLANNINL3SCHEDULE

Shhs Fkd Y- Bmghnhg J* 1, 10WI (Thcmsands01Dollars)

FISCAL RECIPIENT
YEAR OF FUNDS

1997 WRTA
1998 WRTA
1999 WRTA
2000 WRTA

AGENCY RESPONSIBLE TOTAL PROJECT FEDERAL STATE
FOR PROJECT COST FUNDING FUNDING
IMPLEMENTATION REVENUES

SECTION 9
WRTA/EDATA 50 40
WRTA/E DATA 50 40
WRT~DATA 50 40
WRTA/EDATA 50 40

I LOCAL
~FUNDING



TABLE 10- CONTINUED
WRTA91.wM
Pg. Trmdlg EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

TRANSIT ANTICIPATED OPERATING SCHEDULE

Stata’s Fiscal Year Beginning July 1, 1996 (Thousands of Dollars)

AGENCY RESPONSIBLE

5086

~‘ :--:

SUBSIDY__ _
NET LOCAL

FISCAL RECIPIENT FOR PROJECT OPERATING OPERATING PROJECT DEDICATED LOCAL STATE FEDERA
YEAR OF FUNDS IMPLEMENTATION EXPENDITURES REVENUES COST TAX ● * OTHER

1997 WRTA WRTA 4858 782 4076 2022 519 –~fj
1998 WRTA WRTA

824
795 4241 2!&s 97 797

WRTA
___e24

1929 WRTA 5220 795 4425 2529 _24f 8S7
2000 WRTA WRTA

824
5412 795 4617 2523 ~s 897 824

(Operating Expenditures - Operating Revenues = Net project Cost= Subsidy

●*5. MILLPRoPERTY TAX
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WRTA97.ukl

Pg. TR4 chg EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
ANTICIPATED OPERATING SCHEDULE

Operators’s Fimal Yom Bogbrning January 1, 1996 (Thousartds of Dollars)

SUBSIDY

AQENCY RESPONSIBLE NET LOCAL

FISCAL RECIPIENT FOR PROJECT OPERATING OPERATING PROJECT DEDICATED LOCAL STATE FEOERAL

YEAR OF FUNDS IMPLEMENTATION EXPENDITURE REVENUES COST TAX ● * OTHER

1ee7 WRTA WRTA 4046 705 4151 2523 47 757 824

1998 WRTA
—

WRTA 5125 795 4330 2523 148 837 824

1009 WRTA WRTA 5913 7e5 4518 2523 334 837 824

2000 WRTA WRTA 5510 795 4715 2523 531 837 824

(Oparating Expondituras – Operating Rovanrm = Nat Project Cost = Subsidy

●* 5 _ MILL pROpERTy TAX
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TABLE 11

FCSF–97.WK1 FINANCIAL CAPACITY STATEMENT
4/3196 EDATA WESTERN RESERVE TRANSIT AUTHORITY

PROJECTED BUDGET FOR FYl 996 – 2000

DESCRIPTION FISCAL 1996 FISCAL 1997 FISCAL 1998 FISCAL 1999 FISCAL 2000

REVENUE

OPERATING REVENUE
CAPITAL PROJECT SUBSIDIES

$5,292,393.87
$S,894,020.00

$5,233,630.82 S5,250,630.82 S5.261 ,730.82
S137,700.00

S5,268,330.82
S423,000.00 $399,600.00 $48,800.00

$5,371,330.82 $5,673,630.82 S5,661 ,330.82 $5,316,930.82

$3,745,097.55 S4,360,983.80 $4,786,043.17 $5,073,368.12

$9,116,428.37 $10,034,614.62 $10,447,373.99 $10,390,298.94

TOTAL RECEIPTS $9,126,418.87

NET CASH & LIQUID ASSETS S3,273,61 2.37

TOTAL RECEIPTS & BALANCE S12,400,031.24

OPERATING EXPENDITURES

S2,137,423.31
S1,344.760.11

S2,201 ,546.01
$1,408,718.07

$2,267,592.39
Si,477,167.72

S2,335,620.16
S1,550.240.61

SALARIES & WAGES
FRINGE BENEFITS

S2,075,168.26
$1,353,023.26

TOTAL EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION S3,428,191 .52 S3,482,1 83.42 S3.61O,284.O6 S3,744,760.11 S3,885.880.i7

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
CONTRACT SERVICES
OTHER SERVICES
FUEL AND LUBRICANTS
TIRES AND TUBES
PARTS AND SUPPLIES
OTHER SUPPLIES
UTILITIES
INSURANCE
TAXES
MISCELLANEOUS

$153,000.00
S5.500.00

S47,000.W
S232.200.00

S8,900.00
S337,998.42

$21.500.00
$164,326.00
$188,967.75

S89,730.00
S38,420.00

$139,772.00
S2,500.00

S48,604.00

$208,704.84

S3,900.00
S239,318.51

S22,188.00
S168,248.43
$165,435.62

S92,085.38

$24.804.40

S144,0W.00
S2.500.00

S50,056. 13
S215,383.39

S3.900.00
S246,752.70

S22,898.02
S173,328.S8
S170.213.56

$95.032.W
S39,243.1 O

S1 48.416.00
S2,500.00

S51 ,657.92
S222,275.66

S3,900.00
S251 ,174.79

S23,630.75
S178,570.89
$175,680.39

S98,073.I 2
S29,386.24

S149,224.43
So.oo

S53,310.98
S229,388 48

S3,900.00
S262.342.38
S24.386.94

S183,981.18
S181 ,281.52
S101,211.46

S39,533.96

S4,930,005.87TOTAL OPERATING EXPENDITURE: s4#711 ,133.63 S4,597.4U.53 S4.773,571 .45 S5,11 4,422.08

TOTAL CAPITAL EXPENDITURES S3,943,800.00 S158,000.00 S475,000.00 SU4.000.00 W54,000.w

TOTAL EXPENDITURES S8.654,933.69 $4.755,444.53 S5.248.571 .45 S5.374,005.87 S5,168,422.08

CASH AND LIQUID ASSET BALANCI S3,745,097.55 $4,380.983.80 S4,788,043.17 $5.073,388.12 S5,221 ,876.87

TOTAL RECEIPTS LESS TOTAL $471.485.18 S61 5,886.24 S425,069.37 S287,324.95 S148,508.74

EXPENDITURES – SURPLUS
(DEFICIT
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TABLE 12 03- Apr–96

FISCAL CONSTRAINT ANALYSIS – FYl 997 TO FY2000 TIP
TRANSIT CAPITAL & OPERATION

TOTAL APPORTIONMENT SECTION 9 TO YOUNGSTOWN – WARREN
URBANIZED AREA = $1,682,473

CAPITAL PROJECTS SECTION 9

FISCAL FEDERAL FEDERAL BALANCE
YEAR PROGRAMMED APPORTIONMENT

1997 $158,400 $858,380 $699,980

1998 $376,000 $858,380 $482,380

1999 $355,200 ~ $858,380 $503,180
I

2000 $42,200 ‘ $858,380 $816,180

OPERATING SECTION 9

FISCAL FEDERAL FEDERAL BAIANCE

YEAR PROGRAMMED APPORTIONMENT

1997 $824,093 ; $824,093 $0

,
1998 $824,093 ~ $824,093 $0

1999 $824,093 ~ $824,093 $0

I
2000 $824,093 ~ $824,093 $0
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CHAPTER 4

AIR OUALITY CONFORMITY DETERMINATION SUMMARY

On January 31, 1996, the United States Environmental Protection Agency published a direct
final rule in the Federal Register approving Ohio’s State Implementation Plan (SIP) revision
request to redesignate the Youngstown (Mahoning-Trumbull Air Quality Management Area)
marginal non-attainment area to attainment, and establish an ozone standard maintenance plan
for the area. This “direct fiml rule”, effective April 1, 1996 unless US EPA receives
adverse/critical comment, will alter the process used in previous year TIP analysis and report-
ing requirements to demonstrate air quality conformity within the EDATA area.

The travel demand model has been used by ODOT for the Youngstown urbanized area to
perform the TIP/LRP milestone year analysis required under the Fiml Conformity Rule.
Based on US EPA’s impending action to redesignate the area’s marginal non-attainment status
to attainment for ozone, model comparisons of the build/no build scenarios are no longer
required. The 2005 budgets that are provided for the Youngstown area in the SIP revision are
the only transportation conformity budgets established by the maintemnce plan for this area.
There are no transportation conformity budgets set for the interim years.

The 1990 “attainment year” mobile source emission inventory for the Mahoning-Trumbull Air
Quality Management Area has been established at 48.98 tons per summer day of VOC and
29.87 tons per summer day of NOX. The 2005 action network, built from the 1990 validated
network, includes all projects documented in the TIP/LRP and all regionally significant capaci-
ty adding projects regardless of funding source that are expected to be on-ground by the year
2005. To arrive at the 2005 network emission burden, 2005 trips flagged for No Stage II
Vapor Recovery System (VRS), No InspectiotiMaintemnce (1/M), and No Anti-Tampering
Program (ATP) have been loaded to this action network.

CMAQ5A was developed and written by Charles R. Gebhardt of the Bureau of Technical
Service, Ohio Department of Transportation. For air quality conformity analysis, the program
uses emission factors from Mobile5A, Mobile Source Emission Factor Model, distributed by
the United States Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Air and Radiation, Office of
Mobile Sources, Emission Control Technology Division, Test and Evaluation branch and
calculates vehicle miles of travel to estimate the pollutant burden associated with HC, CO, and
NOX.

The total Hydrocarbon (HC) pollutant burden as an output of the model is based on the summat-
ion of total Hourly Exhaust plus Evaporative plus Refueling emissions in tons per summer
day. The Nitrous Oxide (NOX) pollutant burden is derived from the total hourly Exhaust NOX
in tons per summer day. Total Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) is a calculation based on the
summation of hourly HC Freeway (FWY) VMT plus HC Surface Arterials (SA) VMT.
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Factors for HC, NOX, and VMT are based on 1990 Highway Performance Monitoring System
(HPMS) emission results (HC = 40.94 TPD, NOX = 25.13 TPD, VMT = 8,704,505) divided
by the 1990 modeled emission results (HC = 41.58 TPD, NOX = 33.301, VMT =
9,238,925). The 2005 unadjusted model results were multiplied by the HPMS Adjustment
Factor (rounded to 3 places).

The upper two layers of townships in Trumbull County (Mesopotamia, Bloomfield, Greene,
Gustavus, Kinsman, Farmington, Bristol, Mecca, Johnston, and Vernon) that are predominant-
ly rural and outside of the urban area are not included in the EDATA model. The non-model
area’s pollutant burden and VMT in the out-year are calculated by multiplying Trumbull
County’s modeled emissions and VMT by 0.3333. The HPMS adjusted model results and
non-modeled area results are added to establish total emissions for the 2005 EDATA TIP/LRP
Area Action Plan. The 2005 emission burdens for both HC and NOX are less than the estab-
lished budgets and meet the transportation conformity test.

Table 13 summarizes EDATA’s FY1997 - FY2000 TIP/2005 LRP Air Quality Conformity
findings. Appendix E of this report contains the required air quality data input and output files
generated for the analysis.
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TABLE 13

EDATA FYI 997-FY2000 Transportation Improvement Program

2005 Long Range Transportation Plan
Air Quality Conformity Summary

Year 2005 LRP Model Results (Unadjusted)

TIP/LRP Action

Year2005 Model factored to be consistent with HPMS

TIP/LRP Action

Mobile Source

(Tons~~rDay)

21.264

0.988

20.998

Mobile Source
NOX

(Tons per Day)

26.269

0.755

19.823

TOTAL
VMT

11,203,746

0.942

10,555,727

2,070,615

* The transportation conformity budgets chosen by the State of Ohio (EPA) in cooperation with EDATA
for the Mahoning-TrumbulI county area are the only transportation conformity budgets

established by the maintenance plan and approved by U.S. EPA for the area.

See Federal Register: Vol. 61, No. 21 / 1+1-96/ Page 3319/Approval and Promulgation of
Implementation Plans and Designation of Areas for Air Quality Planning Purposes; Ohio

The interim years do not set a budget for transportation conformity.

3/12/96-tipaqc97 .wkl
Revised:5t21196-rtipaq97.wkl
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CHAPTER 5

Public Involvement/Information Record Summary

EDATA’s Public Involvement Process was endorsed by the General Policy Board (GPB) on
July 14, 1994. The process is very instrumental in the development of the TIP and the Long
Range Transportation Plan, providing citizens, affected public agencies, representatives of
transportation agencies, other affected representatives, private providers of transportation, and
other interested parties with reasonable opportunity to comment on proposed programs. The
Public Review meeting is scheduled for April 10, 1996. A detailed mrrative of the public
review will be included in Appendix F. Listed below is the schedule of developmental activi-
ties leading up to the May 1996 TIP submittal.

December 1995

January 1996

January 1996

February 1996

February 1996

April 1996

April 1996

April 1996

May 1996

May 1996

May 1996

Local sponsors/ODOT/MPO reviewed projects

Draft TIP project list presented to EDATA’s Technical Advisory
Committee.

Draft TIP project list presented to elected and appointed officials in
Mahoning and Trumbull Counties at EDATA General Policy Board
meeting.

Draft TIP presented to ODOT.

Draft TIP presented to the Western Reserve Transit Authority
(WRTA) for review and comment.

Draft TIP presented to EDATA’s Citizens Advisory Board.

Legal notices published in Youngstown Vindicator and Win-en
Tribune on availability of draft TIP for public review. Notices
published twice during last two weeks of the month.

Draft TIP available for public review at Commissioners offices and
County Engineers offices, Mahoning and Trumbull Counties. Also
available for review at EDATA offices. Second Public Meeting
for TIP presentation.

Transportation Improvement Program Update (special edition of
EDATA newsletter) prepared and distributed to general mailing list
and all public libraries. The newsletter summarizes the draft TIP.

Twhnical Advisory Committee and Citizens Advisory Board
recommendations on fti TIP. Action by General Policy Board at
May meeting.

Final draft of TIP reviewed by Technical Advisory Committee.
Copies supplied to all ODOT District offices, OD~ Central offic-
es, and all Metropolitan Planning Organizations in Ohio for inclu-
sion in STIP.
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APPENDIX A

INFORMATIONAL PROGRAM FORMS - FUTURE HIGHWAY
CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS



At the option of the MPO, additional years (not in the current four year program) of projects
may be listed in the TIP; however, it must be stated that this listing is “for informational
purposes only” and that the fiscal constraint incorporated only those projects for the first four
years. Appendix A lists those projects beyond the four year program.



APPENDIX A

EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY - TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
FUTURE
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APPENDIX A (CONTINUEDI

MAHTIP97 EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY - TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
FUTURE
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MAHTIP67 EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY - TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
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APPENDIX B

LOCAL SPONSORWODOT OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE (O&M)
EXPENDITURES FOR EXISTING FACILITIES



EDATA’s TIP provides a comprehensive listing of transportation improvements for implemen-
tation over the next four years including but not limited to: four lane/two lane resurfacing,
safety upgrades, signal replacements, bridge replacements, and rehabilitation projects that have
funds programmed specifically for various system maintenance/operational needs; utilizing
90% of TIP funding. EDATA asserts that based on available financial resources, the existing
highway system is being maintained satisfactorily.

EDATA solicited additional O&M commitments, based on existing and/or historic demands,
from all project sponsors in EDATA’s TIP. Appendix B shows O&M expenditures for Mahon-
ing and Trumbull counties aggregated by column item title entries for each project and grouped
according to local sponsor. Although this is a first time effort to generate a sufficient O&M
expenditure table, Official guidelines and/or criteria for the actual O&M effort have not been
developed. These guidelines will be required in order to keep all O&M procedures consistent
between the MPO’s, Districts, and Local Sponsors of projects listed in the TIP. The total
dollar amounts shown represent O&M expenditures to exiting facilities. No percent ratio,
comparing proposed improvements to existing conditions were attempted. It should also be
noted that because of various methodologies of extracting O&M expenditures, dollar amounts
for column item titles may vary along similar route types through various jurisdictions, thereby
making dollar comparisons by linear mile inconsistent. Once guidance is issued, and all spon-
sors are subject to the same methodologies, similarities along the same route through different
jurisdictions may be realized.

A partial list of O&M costs for the Western Reserve Transit Authority (WRTA) taken from
Chapter 3, WRTA Financial Capacity Statement, Table 11- page 37. Other substantial costs,
salaries/wages, utilities, insurance, etc., were not extracted for this effort, nevertheless, are
occurring O&M expenditures for the WRTA.

EDATAalso supports documentation for the Capital Improvement Report (CIR) for each
community in the Ohio Public Works District 6 that participates in either State Issue 2 or the
Local Transportation Improvement Program (LTIP). The first step in developing the CIR is the
preparation of a thorough inventory of all eligible infrastmcture under an entities ownership
and maintemnce. The inventory includes a detailed list of individual components; highways,
bridges, culverts, water supply, water distribution, waste systems, waste collection and storm-
water sewer management, and the condition and needed repairs of those components. As part
of the inventory an applicant must consider the condition of the infrastructure as well as repair
and replacement costs. Inventories by community and inventories by infrastructure type are
open for review at the EDATA offices.

Also included is ODOT District Four’s FY97 Draft Bridge Program, Draft Bridge Main-
temnce, and Draft Maintenance Contracts, by Counties. Project descriptions for various types
of work are based on existing facility expenditures. Programs can be applied to the State’s
Maintemnce of Effort (MOE) calculation to determine the total credit for non-federal transpor-
tation capital expenditures for a given application period (for informatioml purposes only).
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Vnrious Locations

FY1997

Project

DISTRICTWIDE
POR/TRU
SUM/POR
STA
DISTRI(’T WIDE
ATBtTRU
MAIf/POl{
STA/SUM
DISTRICT WIDE
EAST HALF
WEST HALF
EAST HALF
WEST HALF
WEST HALF

EAST HALF

PID

9137
12874
11925
4243
4130
10530
] ]z9rj

4120
11926
11605
8275

PID

15499
16180
16178
16176

1~747

PID

16~(39

16210
16~]]
l(j~lz
]6~]3

16214
16215
16216
16217
16218
16219
16220
16221
16222
16223

BRIDGE PROGRAM

TYPE & LOCATION OF WORK

Rehabilitate Iwo bridges over Mahoning Rwcr

PRELIMINARY ENG~ERING ONLY
Rehabilitate bridgeoverMosquitoCreek incl/ deck

Bridge replacement - bm’ccn Riverside Dr & US224

PP+LIMINARY ENGINEERING ONLY
Replace bridge over Garfield Ditch

Rchab bridge over Pymatuning Cr including deck rcpl

Replace bridge in Canal Fuhon over Tuscarmms RNcr

RIGHT OF WAY ACQUISITIONONLY
Rehab bridge over Andrcws Creek. widen and rcpl deck

Rchab bridge over hlud Run

EST.
COST SALE
(000’s) DATE

$7130($10 I ROW) 7/96

S867
S390

$665 ($10 ROW)
$500

$465 ($10 ROW)
$540 (.$10 ROW)

$1991
S 10 ROW

$250
$660 (.$70 ROW )

TOTA1. FI.JNDS FOR FY97 = $13,669,000.00

BRIDGE MAINTENANCE

TYPE OF WORK COST
(000’s)

Smocturc Rcplaccmcrr( & CSriclgcTrcatrncn[ S382
Stnrcnrrc Rcplaccmcn( $345
%ucmrc Rcplaccmcrst & Bridge Trcatnlcnl $1s0
Slruclurc Rcpksccmcm & Bndgc Trca[mcm $185
Lift bridge opinion $130
SIidc repair with rcmining wail $350
Swucnsral chmogc collisicn repair S150
Structure & Cuivcrr rcptsir and Rcplaccmcn( S75
Minor Swucturc & CulvcrS repair $75
Bakmcc forwwdcd 10 .lL resurfacing smscturc treatment $151.575

TOTAL FUNDS FOR FY97 = $1,993,575.00

MAINTENANCE

TYPE OF WORK

Hcrbicidal Spaying

Mowing

Mowing

Mowing

Omsh Cutting

Guardrail ding & dent

Guardrail dmg & dent

Guardrail dmg & dcm

Raised Piwcmcnl Mwtitrrgs

Pavcmcrsl Markings

Pavcmcm Markings

Pavement Markings

Pmcmcnt Markings

Loop Dcicctor

Ligbiirrg

COST
(000’s)

$90
$l~o

$125
$45

$100
$350
S450
$350
S350
S325
$325

$100
Sloo
$200
$400

TOTAL FUNDS FOR FY97 = !$3,430,000.(30

Note: Mowing contrncts for ATB & MAI1 COIIISIbc Midc(i sit .$40,000 & SS0,000 ,rcspcctivcly;

NIA
11/96
6/97
7199
12/96
7/96
12/96
I197

10/96
3/97

EST.
SALE
DATE

S/96
3197

3/97
NIA
NIA
NIA
NIA
NIA
NIA
N/t\

EST.
SALE
DATE

3197

3197

3197

3197

NIA

7196

7/96

7196

4197

4/97

4197

4/97

4197

5197

6/97

if needed by dropping brush cutting plnn.



APPENDIX C

EDATA’s STP DISTRIBUTION/PROJECT SELECTION AND PRIORITIZATION PROCESS

ODOT MAJOR/NEW PROJECT SELECTION CRITERIA



EDATA’s STP DISTRIBUTION/PRIORITIZATION PROCEDURES

Programming of funding for transportation projects eligible for STP funding in Mahoning and
Trumbull Counties is the responsibility of EDATA acting upon the recommendation of the
EDATA Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and Citizens Adviso~ Board (CAB). The
General Policy Board (GPB) of EDATA, by resolution of the Board, approves the final TIP
prior to its submittal to ODOT, FHWA, and FTA.

Due to the limited amount of federal aid funding available, a process to review and select
projects to be included in the TIP is required. To insure that project requests are treated con-
sistently, the following policies are followed:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

STP funds are available for use on any eligible routes in Mahoning and Trumbull
Counties. STP fimds are also available for use in other project areas as defined by
the 1991 Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA). These in-
clude, but are not limited to, carpool and vanpool projects, bikeways, enhancement
projects, and capital costs for transit projects.

With respect to highway and bridge projects, STP funds are available for construc-
tion, reconstruction, resurfacing, restoration, rehabilitation, and operational im-
provements.

Right-of-way acquisition costs and costs required to complete studies under prelimi-
nary engineering phases will be considered for STP funding. Approval will be
subject to funding availability.

Priority will be given to projects on EDATA’s Long and Short Range Plans.

The Ohio Department of Transportation has an established policy by which project
funds are obligated. Any project listed in the first three years of the TIP maybe authorized
for funding. For any project phase that is proposed to proceed to federal authorization
outside of the year that it is shown on the TIP, a letter of concurrence will be secured
from the affected Metropolitan Planning Organization (EDATA).

Projects will be added to the TIP only as a result of TAC recommendation to the General
Policy Board in response to the requesting agency. Major scope revisions of an approved
project may be changed with the approval of the General Policy Board and the recom-
mendation of the TAC. Formal TIP amendments will be limited to the annual update of
the TIP unless circumstances require an interim amendment.

The status of the STP program will be reviewed by the TAC based on data provid-
ed by the staff on a continuing basis. Programmed projects will be reviewed twice a
year during meetings with OD~, EDATA staff, and local project sponsors.



EDATA’s PROJECT SELECTION AND PRIORITIZATION

Projects will be drawn from the short and long range planning process including short range
management system studies, the current Long Range Transportation Plan, transit and paratran-
sit plans, air quality state implementation plans, bikeway and rideshare studies, and the
recommendations of local and state governments and citizens.

Project selection will include consideration of:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

The need for the proposed improvement.

The urgency of the project and the need to implement the project as quickly as
possible as in the case of repairing or replacing a bridge or highway section that
will be closed without the project.

The cost of the improvement and the availability of local match to implement the
project.

The overall goals and objectives of the region and alternative approaches to project
construction.

The social, economic and environmental impacts of the project.

Project schedules for preliminary development, right-of-way acquisition, and con-
stm-ction. This will include consideration of the commitment of the project sponsor
to implement the project.

In the early 90’s EDATA developed a Project Selection and Prioritization Process. The Priori-
tization process was initially created to assist in the “ranking” of projects with respects to
specific criteria and utilizes a point system. The process was developed to assist in deciding
which projects would be funded if a situation would occur involving more projects then avail-
able funding, possibly jeopardizing a project that would normally be ready to proceed to sale.

To date it has not been necessary to invoke this procedure and although this approach awards
points to differentiate between similar projects, “readiness to proceed” is the main driver. The
Project Selection and Prioritization Process will be enhanced for EDATA’s 2020 Long Range
Transportation Plan, from which the TIP element is drawn, and, is required as stated in the
23 CFR 450.324(d).

In addition to the prioritization process, all locally sponsored projects included in the TIP will
be “tracked” as to the progress of their project(s) developmental activities. If milestones have
been completed, additional points can be added towards the project prioritization process. The
main goal of tracking projects is to remind local sponsor of necessary project milestones and to
avoid having the project being moved back to “plan” status.



Shown on the following pages is an example of prioritizing projects for the FY1997-FY2000
TIP. This was a minimal exercise to test this approach and will need refining. As mentioned
previously, it has not been necessary to activate this procedure, therefore, the prioritv list
shown for FY97 has not been endorsed by EDATA’s GPB. The Selection and Prioritization
process is shown after the FY 97-FY2000 lists.

The FY97 Prioritization list shows all of the projects for that FY. Similar lists are also shown
(not prioritized) for each FY year up to the FY2000. Points were awarded to each project
based on set criteria, assumptions were made and noted. Project developmental activities were
also considered. The points for each project were totaled and sorted using the “Total Points”
column as the primary sort in descending order, with the highest ranking projects sorted to the
top half of the list.

Comparisons were then made to EDATA’s FFY1996 Obligation Status Summary sheet indicat-
ing obligated projects subject to sale within the FFY96 (October 1995- September 1996).
Results show that the projects ranked using EDATA’s Prioritization Process produced a fairly
reliable sort for the FY97 priority list, however, additioml criteria will be developed to reduce
tied rankings. Projects on the FY97 Prioritized list that would not be implemented would be
moved into the first year of the FY98-FY2001 TIP development process. Those projects would
then be evaluated in the same manner as the FY97 Priority List.

As noted on the FFY 1996 Obligation Status Summary sheet, obligations for older “Federal
Projects” from the 1970’s and 1980’s are now being finalled (asterisk). These projects may add
(shown as ($XXX)on the table) or subtract funds from our current obligation ceiling. These
projects also supersede projects already ranked for priority.

ODOT’S MAJOR NEW PROJECT SELECTION CRITERIA

ODOT’s selection criteria is shown at the end of this Appendix.



ml,-” WK, F\ .\l.llATlON CRITSRtA POINTS F(EU IVI(lJH’T PR10RIT17 ATION.-. .
EEEATAFV97 TO FY2000 TIP PROJECTPRIORITIZATIONLIST FORFV97

I

PIO# CNTV ROIJIE SECT TYPE PHASE FV97
ml FUNOS

1
LNK

1

2

3

4 9304

5 4261

6 8804
7 4159

4159

B 7792

9 11860

10 4225

11 15197

12 7706

13 15568

15568

14 10059
15

16 3129S

17 9717

18 12413

19

20

21

22
23
24

25

26
27
Z@

2:

3C

31

3:

3:

35

36

37

38

39
40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47—

12413

14311

11s54
9137

6100
12158

11925

4165
12525
14775

10958

148s0

14972

14972

4248

8192
4243

13398

14451

11605

12048

4260

6109

10s30

12188

66AH

MAH

MM+

SAAH

MAH

TfSLS

TRu

TRu

Tfsu

TRu

MAH

MAH

TRU

TRU

TRU

TRu

TRU

TRU

TRU

TRU

TRU

TRU

TRu

TRU

TRU

MAH
TRU

PROJECT EXPEOITER

VAN SU8SIOV

ORIGIN/DESTINATION

US 224

CH 18

SR 46

suMMIT/sR45

suMMIT/sR45

US 422

CH 330A

CH 1S7

US 821SR7

US 422
FREEOOM SEC COR

FREEDOM SEC COR

SR 88

LEAVITTS/NWARREN CONNECT
LEAVITTWNWARREN CONNECT

SR 5

SR 48
LIBFRTV

LB7Y SOFT MTCH

SR 7/LJS62

US 422
IR 80

US 62
MAIN STREET

TRU SR

MAH US
MAH
MAH

MAH

MAH

MAH SR

MAH
TRU

TRU

MAH

TRU
MAH

TRU

MAH
TRU

MAH

MAH
TRU

MAH

TRU

TRU

MAH

TRu

5

62/SRl 93

BtKt!
POI AND PED.UP

171vEISSIFSE.PEO.WALK WAV

PAIIAPET STONE EIRIOGE

185

SPNING COMMON
WALNUT RUN PK

WALNUT RUN PK

FIFTH

CM CH142
SR 170

SR 48/SRl 69
COITSVILLE

SR 534
ELM

CH 10

SR 45

US 224 ICANFLO)

LIBERTV

ELM ROAD

SR 14

SR 5

ASSUMPTIONS:

- ESTIMATEO
●. BASEOON TOTAL PROJECTCOST

0.00

0.00

13.66

0.00
6.50

7.96

7.98
12.59

1.00

11.56

4.31

31.02

1.69

11.86

1.55
11.20

16.07

18.06

0.00

0.00

0.00
10.21

0.00
0,00

0.00

9.75

3.18

22.46

0.00

9.22

0.00
4.53

16.04

STPM
CMAOMPO

STPM

CMAOMPO

BR
STPS

STPM

NH

CMAOMPO

BR

BR

STPM

STPM

STPM

STPS

STPS

STPS
STPM

BR

STPS

STPM

STPM

STPM

8R
IM

STPS
STPM

Em

STPM
STPM

STPS
STPS

STPS
STPS

STPS

STPS

STPM

STPM
8R
BR

STPM

STPM

BR

STPM

STPC

STPS

CMAOMPO

CMAOMPO

STPM

FsR
NH

P
P
P
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
R
R
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
R
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
R
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
P
c
c

$63
S25

$140

S1.500

S5.51O

S3,280
SB77

$2,110

$645

$405

$1,360

$4B0

$352
$200

S840

$292
$371

$104

S432

$157

$568

$40

$200

$924
$6.429

S140

S536
S312

$974
$120

S60

S29?

$202

$62

$79
S40

$80

S36
$620
$532

$1,144

$400

$200

S213

S912

S639

$275

S160

$150

S372

$1,440

lit }IRSEINGTO PROJECTSWIOSIITVFR(S$’$X)IIRSXKsR $WINTcRlmmlA

IwINIS llASk’1)ON I TOTAL
1 239405 ‘S ●.7 b.a .9 RfADINKSSTO HEGCEEI) POINTS I

I C.lo 11,11 e.lz 1,13 q.14[

50000
50000

50000

50015

50515

50015
50503

50503

50015

50501

50501

50005

50005

50000

50000

50002
50000

50000
50502

50002

50001

50001
50003

50505
50015

50001
50002
50502

50002
50000

50000
50000

50000

50001
50000

50001

50001

50002
50500

50503

50013

50502

50001
50000

50004

50003

50004

50001

50003

50002

50002

5

5
5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

3

5
5

3

4

5

5

5

3

3
3
5

2

2
2

2

5

5
3

2
5

5

5

2
4

3

3

2

3

4

2

5

5

4

3
4

0
0

5

1

1

1
1

1

1

5
1

3

5

1
1

5
5

5

3

5

5

5
5

1
1

5
3
1

1
1

0

5

5

0

0

5

5

5
3
3

1

3

5

5

1

3

5

5

1

3
1

20

20
20

20

20

25

21

21
20

20

20

20

20

23

23

20
22

22
20

20

20

20

20

20
20
20

20
20

20

20
20

20

20

20

20

20

20

23

20
20

20

20
20

20

20

20

20

20

23

20
20

35

35

35

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0
0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

30

30
30

30

30
30

30

30

30

30

30

30

30

30

30

30

30
30

30

30

30

30

30

30
30

30
30
30

30
0
0

0

0

30
0

0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

12

12

7

7
12

9
11

11

13

7

10

9
7

12

12

9
7
7

6

7

7

7

5

3
6

5
3
2

3
0
0

0

0
1

0
0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0

20
0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0
0

0
0
0

0
20
20

10

10

0
15

5

5

15

20
15

20

15

20

20

15
15

5

5

0

0

0

15

0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0
0
0

0
15

15
15

15

0

15

15

15

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

104

09

89

76

66
63

63

63
62

60

59

59

59

58

50

56
56

56

56

55
55

55

55

54
53

51
50
49

45
45
44

42

42
42

39

38

30

37

37
37

35

35

35

35

31

30

26

23

lB

15

14

b. THIS INFORMATIONVJOULoNEEDTO 8E DlsAGGREGATEo8Y coMMuNITV-AssuMEo EouAL DlsTRIEUTION FORTHIS EXERCISE.
c.1O PEsO.SECTSFORPROGRAMMANAGEMENT-NOTSU8JEcT TO DEVELOPMENTALMILESTONES.35PIS
d. PROJECTSWITH SALEIMMINENT OATES-30Pts.
●. SALEOATECAN EOUAL12 POSS18LEptl. WITH EARLlsToATEs nEcElvlNG HIGHEsT PI~;JAN - 12Pt~. FE6-11 PIS. EFC.

IF SALEDATEWAS 1995. i.e.. OEC95, pl$- 13
f. PROJECTSSES8JECTTO DEVELOPMENTALMilestones-up To Zo posslBLE P!s. FOf$1995/1 996 MILESTONES

BASEDON 000T”S PROJECTSCREENSUMMARV 12/95
g. NON.MOTORIZEOPM.- 15P1s.



—

MPO: EOATA FFY 19960 bligation Status Summary Oata: 22-Mar-96

——
1

— -.—————-—-—___

Plo COUNTY Projact Transaction Obligation STP, DSB. RF TYPE : ,:;:;,,:.’.:.,; . . :’ MA
Oate & CM/AQ FUNOS ~.:.. . . ,. ,: “—

i fJbliaation lncurrad and Proiactad Obligations as c.f 3[1.S/96:
,’ ..:,.”. .“. .

.

.

.’

.

.

MAH PROJECT EXPEOITER PE A_~OR1.2AT!ON 06-00-96 $63.0001
..M_A_H/TRUORIGIN_& O_ESTINATION. SURVEY PEAuTHORIZAJK

2850. - MAii “ji~P.OD AVI
M:95 MAH MAH-RAILUOAO~TUDY FV-PE “-”---3

06-00-96 “- “- $iro;ooo
~E,~\y5m RIOESHARE_VAN SUBSIOY _-’ PEAWHORlZATlON 06-00-96 _ $25,000

2847 MAH FIFTHAVEN.U~.. IPA MOD-PE ‘11-13-95 ___ ($58.978
E_NJE.. _ :. _ .’PA MOO-P&_ ‘1 1-13-95 $23,969

.4J61
‘02-06-96 _—” ($17,113

MAH CHIB M.AHO_NING AVE~UK. _ ]PA CONS ~. IO1-10-96 __ $1,223,950
4261 MAH CH18 MAHONING AVENUE _ _lA MOD-PE ‘O1-10-96 ($56,250

)NING AVENUE ‘PA MOD-CONS :01-24-96 ___ $30,000
rlOD-PE ‘02.02-96 . .“–$325,000

6376” MA-H CH18 MAHO _ . ____
1894 MAH US62 .PA !!- ---

15197 MAH US621%R7 _ _. SALE ._ .__. .__ ._. .-__ a.,___
M-75. M.A!+ S.@39_ ~~! _______ _._I03-05-96 -..— mq

05-00-96 $4ao.0001

STP P
STP P
STP P
STP P
STP P
STP P
51P C
STP P
STP C
STP P
STP C
STP P,R,C

TRU
———. —.—

j~EA-VI%~E_fi~i, ~~W~jR~;N_~@~~TIOkS~ =”E— — ~~~6~-~ __ _. $104,000 STP C
15296: TRU E. MARKET STI?EET ._ ,~N~————. !1O-25-95 {$34,744 STP C
11397 ~R.U_’E. MA RKET~TREET ‘04-24-96‘lPS&E-CONS i —-——.——-. ———————-—. $1,362,944 STP C

. .-.-.. _____TRU IMARKET STREET
_——_

‘02-27-96 __IFV-PE _ $46,939 STP P
15568 TRU :FREEDOM SECONDARY.—. -. —.- ~,AUTHORIZATION UNS __ $200,000 STP R

. ..12412.. _YBU L18ERTY STREET _,SALE 06-00-96 $568,000 STP C
- 1~413 TRU LIBERTY STREET .- . ~ ~ __________ .__--9~ $40,000 STP SFT MTCH

4159 TRU SUMMIT STREET PA MOP:!% .02-02-96 _ $200,000 STP C TRANS
14311 TRU :SR71US621SU304 ,5ALE _08-03.~6 --- $200,000 STP G
113B2 TRU SR46 ,.FV 03-~6-96 ~5,75~ STP C
4151 TRU US422/MARKET STREET PA IUO.Q .J3- 11-96 $40,000 STP C
7792 TRU US422 ,PA-toys ,.Q2-07-~6 ~e~,~ UMPO CMAQ
7792 TRU US422 Ps&E-coNs 12-0~-95 $69L7_6c MpO cMAQ
7792 TRU US422 PA FdOD-PE
77B6 TRU

g2-g-9~ $56,000 STP P
US422 SALE ,.06-00-96 $352,000 STP C TRANS———

-. .
-.

. .. .—
.—

‘.N~l 0.6LlGAT10N& 5U=M_— —.-.
# CMAQ DRAW AUTHOR~2ED [l_@5J96i ‘ -- ‘;:~:;;:c—.

* O!der Federal Projects from the 1970’s - 1980’s that are being finalled.
These projects may add (shown as ($xxx)) or subtract funds from our
current obligation ceiling. These projects also supersede projects already
ranked for priority.



MINPR19E WKI

FY97 TO FY2000 TIP PROJECT LIST FOR FY98 [NOT PRIORITIZED) EVALUATION CRITERIA POINTS FOR PROJECT PRIORITIZATION
REFERRING TO PROJECT PRIORITY PROCEDURES FOR POINT CRITERIA

I“D#CNTY I POINTS BASED ON TOTAL
mi 1 2 3 “4 ●5 ●6 a.7 b.8 ●9 READINESS TO PROCEED POINTS

c.10 d.11 e.12 f.13 ~.14

11910 TRU BELMONT
11910 TRU BELMONT

4248 MAH FIFTH
12624 TRU HIGH ST
12158 TRU MAIN STREET

6238 MAH MARSHALL
12623 TRU PARK AVE

MAH PROJECT EXPEDITER
MAH VAN SUBSIDY

6266 TRU SR 11
8567 MAH SR 11

14192 TRU CH28
12622 TRU SR 45/MAHON
11096 TRU IR 80

8738 MAH IR 80
14340 MAH US 224

MAH US 224/SRl 70
13798 MAH SR 289

8643 MAH SR 289
4229 MAH CH313

14148 TRU CH329
9507 TRU US 422

ASSUMPTIONS:
● ESTIMATED
a. BASED ON TOTAL PROJECT COST
b. THIS INFORMATION WOULD NEED TO BE DISAGGREGATED BY CoMMUNITY-A!XUMED EQUAL DISTRIBUTION FOR THIS EXERCISE.
c.1 O PROJECTS FOR PROGRAM MANAGEMENT-NOT SUBJECT TO DEVELOPMENTAL MILESTONES. 35pts
d. PROJECTS WITH SALE IMMINENT DATES-30Dts.

0.00
0.00 D::

STPM
STPM

18.86 STPM

ST%
0.00 STPM
0.00 CMAQMPO
3.40 NH
0.00

ST;;
8.26 STPM
9.58 IM
0.27

20.70 ST:!!
CMAQMPO

STPM
7.33
0.43 H;!

STPM
19.29 STPM

c
c
c
cc
c
c
P

c

c
c
c
c
c
c

$180
$1,200

$232
$400
$536
$960
$584

$63
$25

$8,000
$2,400 Projects on the FY97 Prioritized list that would not be implemented

$80
$500

would be moved into the FY98 project list. All projects would then be

$7,425 evaluated and ranked in the same manner as the FY97 Priority List.
$990

$75
$29B

$1,120
$428

$1,000
$80

$160

e. SALE DATE CAN EQUAL 12 POSSIBLE pts. W-ITH EARLIST DATES RECEIVING HIGHEST pts; JAN= 12pts, FEB = 11 pts, ETC.
IF SALE DATE WAS 1995, i.e., DEC 95, pts= 13

f. PROJECTS SUBJECT TO DEVELOPMENTAL MILESTONES-UP TO 20 POSSIBLE pts. FOR 1995/1 996 MILESTONES
BASED ON ODOT’S PROJECT SCREEN SUMMARY 12/95

g. NON-MOTORIZED pts. = 15pts.





MINPRICO WKI

FY97 TO FY2000 TIP PROJECT LIST FOR FY20013 [NOT PRIORITIZED)

TY PHASE FY2000I“D#CNTY ROUTE SECT
mi FUN::

12525 MAH
14881 TRU

TRU
14192 TRU
12248 MAH

9810 MAH
10060 TRU
14148 TRU

9507 TRU
4130 MAH
4130 MAH

BIKE
WLBTY STREETSCAPE 0.00
WARIRAVENNA RD 0.00

CH28
US 62 18.35
IR 76/80 7.01
IR 80 7.99
CH329
US 422 19.29
SR616 3.09
SR616 3.09

EVALUATION CRITERIA POINTS FOR PROJECT PRIORITIZATION
REFERRING TO PROJECT PRIORITY PROCEDURES FOR POINT CRITERIA

1 POINTS 8ASED ON
1

TOTAL
2 3 ●4 ●5 ●6 a.7 b.8 ●9 READINESS TO PROCEEC POINTS

c.1O d.11 e.12 f.13 q.14

STPS C $2,500
STPM C $52
STPM C $158
STPM C $720
STPM C $696

c $6,030
M~y C $585

STPM C $840
Projects on the FY99 Prioritized list that would not be implemented

STPM C $1,440 would be moved into the FYOOproject list. All projects would then be
c $1,928

D% C $1,200
evaluated and ranked in the same manner as the FY97 Priority List.

ASSUMPTIONS:
● ESTIMATED
a. BASED ON TOTAL PROJECT COST
b. THIS INFORMATION WOULD NEED TO BE DISAGGREGATED BY COMMUNITY-ASSUMED EQUAL DISTRIBUTION FOR THIS EXERCISE.
c.1 O PROJECTS FOR PROGRAM MANAGEMENT-NOT SUBJECT TO DEVELOPMENTAL MILESTONES. 35pts
d. PROJECTS WITH SALE IMMINENT DATES-30nts.
e. SALE DATE CAN EQUAL 12 POSSIBLE pts. W“ITH EARLIST DATES RECEIVING HIGHEST pts; JAN = 1Zpts, FEB = 11 pts, ETC.

IF SALE DATE WAS 1995, i,e., DEC 95, pts= 13
f. PROJECTS SUBJECT TO DEVELOPMENTAL MILESTONES-UP TO 20 POSSIBLE pts. FOR 1995/1 996 MILESTONES

BASED ON ODOT’S PROJECT SCREEN SUMMARY 12/95
g. NON-MOTORIZED pts. = 15pts.



PROJECT PRIORITY PROCEDURES

In order to carry out the policies of the General Policy Board (GBP) and to prioritorize
projects, a rating system of Surface Transportation Program (STP) and Minimum Allocation
(MA) projects has been developed . Under this procedure, EDATA staff will evaluate each
project and award points under each evaluation criteria. Points awarded to a project are tabu-
lated and each project is ranked in order based on the point total. Upon approval of the priority
list by the GPB, the STP and MA program will be rewsed to program each project in priority
of rank as funding is available.

EVALUATION CRITERIA FOR PROJECT PRIORITIZATION

Project evaluation criteria were developed to form an objective basis for ranking projects
on a priority basis. Criteria were chosen to reflect policies previously listed and to fin-ther
differentiate between similar projects and to assure that the most important projects would be
of a higher rank.

Listed below are the evaluation criteria and the number of points which can be awarded to
a project for each criteria:

1. SHORT RANGE PLAN (TSM)

Points will be granted for projects included in TSM as follows: (Note: No points granted if
project is listed in the Long Range Plan (LRP).)

Project included onthe TSM .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...5 points
Project notticluded ontie TSM .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..Opotifi

2. LONG FL4NGE PLAN (LRP)

Points will be granted for projects included on the LRP as
follows:

Project included in the LRP
forconstruction prior to 1991. . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..10 points

Projects included in the LRP
for construction period to 1991 to 1995. .. . . . ...5 points

Projects included in the LRP for construction
after 1995 or not included in the LRP.. . . . . . . . . .Opoints

3. CRITICAL REPAIR OR REPLACEMENT

Points will be granted as follows:

Projects will repair or replace a
critical bridge or highway section
which is in danger of collapse or will
have to be closed without the project . . . . . . . . . . 10 points

Replacement of a posted bride or one which is
less than 18 feet wide or has less than
legal overhead clearmce . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..5potiK



4. EXISTING VOLUME/CAPACITY

Points will be granted as follows:

V/Cgreater than l.2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...5 points
V/Cgreater than l. O. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...3 points
V/Cgreater than 0.7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..l point
V/Cequal toorless than 0.7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...0 points

5. AVEIU4GE DAILY DESIGN YEAR TRAFFIC

Points will be granted as follows:

Over 25. 000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...5 points
Over 20,0W .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...4 points
Over 15,0~ . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...3 points
Over 10,OW.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...2 points
Over 5,OW... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..l point
5,~Oorunder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...0 points

6. CONSTRUCTION IMPLEMENTATION

Points will be granted as follows:

Projects ready for construction: First year .. . . . ...5 points
Second year. . . . ...4 points
Third year.., . . ...3 points
Fourth year . . . . ..2points
Fifth year .. . . . . ..l point
After fifth year..0 points

7. PROJECT COSTS

Points will be granted as follows:

Project cost will be $100,000 to $500,000 . . . . . . . ...5 points
$500,000 to $1,000,000 . .. . . ...3 points
Over $1,000,000 .. . . . . . . . . . . . ..l point
Under $100,000 . .. . . . . . . . . . . . ..0points

8. EOUITABLE DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS

Points will be granted on the basis of comparison of each community’s share of STP and
MA funds to each community’s share of population of the urbanized area. Communities with a
lower funding ratio will receive a higher priority. Possible 5 points.



9. PARTIALLY FUNDED PROJECTS

Projects which are ordy partially funded using STP or MA funds will be awarded 5 points.
To be eligible the STP or MA portion of the project must be less than half of the total project
cost. Non-highway items such as new water, sewer, landscaping and other items will not be
included in the total for determining the STP fund share. This criteria is included to provide
for those projects which use STP funds to pay approach work on BR fbnded bridge projects, to
pay for resurfacing inside cities on larger ODOT resurfacing projects, or to allow for projects
to be extended into the urbanized area.

SUBMISSION OF NEW PROJECTS

Project sponsors will be required to submit for each new project an EDATA Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) /Bridge Project Application-Status Update Form. This form will
provide much of the information necessary to determine the eligibility of the project and assign
points under each criteria. The project sponsor will then be advised of the points assigned. The
project will be considered for inclusion to the TIP based on the priority assigned to the project
and the availability of funds for programming. Projects submitted for consideration at least two
weeks prior to a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meeting will be discussed at that TAC
meeting. Formal recommendation of a project to the GPB for inclusion in the TIP will occur
one month following TAC prelimimry review unless an emergency exists.

This procedure will provide a ratioml basis for evaluating projects based on priority. The
procedure will enable each community to plan projects within a definite set of guidelines and
priorities. Communities with high priority projects will be assured of funding of these projects
without the possibility of lower priority project using available funds

revision/90/sept95: project .pri
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1
Surface Transportation Program (STP)/Minimum Allocation (MA) Fund Evaluation Worksheet

Date:
Project Description

——

Weight (Points) Evaluation Criteria Score

.- . —=—–—..—=.=-. --=.— .————–-.——

A. SHORT RANGE PLAN (TSM)

5 Project included in short range plans
o Project not included in short range plans

I (NOTE: No points awarded if project is listed in LRP)
I

IB. LONG RANGE PLAN (LRP)
I

10 Project included in LPR prior to xxxx
1 Project included in LRP xxxx to xxxx

: Project not in LRP or scheduled after xxxx
—.. -... ———....—. ..—.. .=..__..—=-.. ..

ic: CRITICAL REPAIR OR REPLACEMENT
I

10 Project will repair or replace a critical bridge
or highway section which is in danger of collapse

I or will have to be closed without the project
5 Replacement of a posted bridge or one which is less

than 18 feet wide or has less than legal ovarhaad
claarance

t - r-.

iD. EXISTING VOLUME/CAPACITY

VIC Greater than 1.2
5 V/C Greater than 1.0

V/C Greater than 0.7
~

; V/C Equal to or less than 0.7

1

IE1. AVERAGE DAILY DESIGN YEAR TRAFFIC

I 5 Over 25,000

I
4 Over 20,000

I 3 Over 15,000
2 Over 10,000

I Over 5,000
: 5,000 or Undar

CRITERIA.WK1

. .——.

.



L

Weight (Points) Evaluation Criteria Score

.— —

F. CONSTRUCTION IMPLEMENTATION

5 Project ready for
4
3
2
1
0

construction in: First year
Second year
Third year
Fourth year
Fifth year
After Fifth year

G. Project Cost

Project cost will $100,000 to $500,000
: $500,000 to $1,000,000

Over $1,000,000
1) Under $100,000

e-=-: --.—=--- -.= -–- 1

H. EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS

5 Points will be awarded on the basis of comparison I
of each communities share of STP funds/ MA allocation
funds to each communities share of the Area
(Points O to 5)

il. PARTIALLY FUNDED PROJECTS
I

5 Project where less than half of the eligible 1

project costs will be funded with STP/MA funds
I

I
I.—. . ...—. . . ... )I

TOTAL POINTS

I
1

I
I
I

I

,
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.PATE:.- .-

County

EDATA TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
HIGHWAY/BRIDGE PROJECT APPLICATION-STATUS UPDATE

.__ Application For New Project

Update of Programmed Project

Row S~ction __

3

Project Sponsor
(Jurisdiction & Contact Person)

‘Project Name _ _

Project location & termini
—

Description of Proposed Work _.. .—
..—.
..——.. ..— —

.Existin~ ADT ____ Design year ADT Year

-.

Status of Project

lProject on
‘current TIP (YIN) Plans Filed

I
(YIN) ,

I

PID# Date

,1. Engineering Document & Plan Status —
. -—

2. Environmental .Document Status~—.-———— I

-.. --—-- ——— -- -- .- ——. ——-— I

~3. Right of W= Rg.guirements_& StatusI
1
,4, IS t~s. Prolec?..gphqse.~f a larger project? If so describe the larger project:

“

-..——.—— -.....-.-...––_ I
+------- ------ \
.—. . .—.-.— -.--——---

CRITERIA.WK1



5. If sufficient funds are.not available for the entire project, could a portion of .t~e project be
built first and the rernainder.l~r? —

6. Is the STP funding portion (if applicable) of the pr~ect less m. half of Ihe.total project
,Cost? If so what funding will be utilized for the balance of the project cost?

—

7. Will the project repair or replace a critical bridge or highway section which issn danger of.——.——..——.
collapse or will have to be closed without the project?

“till the pr~ec~fip%ce a p.osted.~ridge or one which is less than 18’ wide or has less than
.Ieqal overhead clearance?. . . ______

‘Additional Comments. .._. ______ ____ .“----- -_ . . ..._~__
—.

Give the estimated cos~”ant pro>;sed funding for each phase as shown below. Right of Way
costs should include utility relocations and work agreements.

Project cost estimate prepared by:

“Phase ‘-” Fideral ● Type State Local Total
Funds Funds Funds FundsL

,
IPE ~ ! I I1 I J

!RIW I I I

‘Construction ~] I I

Total Cost I I——.———— k..

● Type of Funding: Surface Transportation Program (STP)
Minimum Allocation (MA)
Bridge Replacement/Rehabilitation (BR)
Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality (CMAQ)

I
ANTICIPATED PROJECT

I

I Action Month and Year

~BeginConstruction Plans

lFile plansI
,’

Begin R/W Acquisition

~SellProject

&__. _—__— —-. — __- —.—_—— —

----- -
;EDATA use only: !..P I ‘

7

T~M-- : _
Priority i _

i_ I
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Final Major New Project Selection Criteria

he Major New Project Selection Advisory Committee Meet ng
February 16, 1996

In April of 1995, the department initiated a process for major new project selection that used
transportation and economic development criteria to evaluate and select projects for the four year
State Transpofiation Improvement Program (STIP). This interim process has since been
reviewed by constituent groups, the general public and elected officials. The issues and comments
raised have been debated extensively in five meetings of the Project Selection Advisory
Committee, and the criteria has undergone extensive modifications based on the committee’s
action, This paper presents the final project selection criteria based on the months of work by the
Advisory Committee.

Application of Criteria to the UtIiverse of Candiabte Projects

The identification of major new candidate projects can come from a number of sources. Most
commonly, traffic congestion at peak commuting hours causes the general public and local elected
officials to propose lane additions to existing roads or bypasses of the congested areas. Projects
are also conceived by local officials to improve economic development opportunities.

No matter how the individual project was conceived, it is a virtual ceminty that the department
will never have enough finding to build all the projects requested. For instance, the department
has identified 183 candidate major new projects, which would cost $6.4 billion today.. With a
major new budget of $150 million, it would take more than 42 years to build all the projects in the
pipeline.

But a “snapshot” of candidate major new projects does not present a true indication of fiture
transportation needs. Ohio’s transportation needs change over time: population shifts between
cities, urban areas spread, and new businesses are built causing commuting patterns to change.
As a result, cumently adequate routes become congested with traffic and therefore rise in
importance in the major new project selection process.

Because of the dynamic nature of transportation improvement needs, it is prudent for the
department to develop a program of projects only about 10 years long and concentrate on these
projects for construction. Inclusive of this 10-year program, the department will actively pursue
development of the top 100 candidate major new projects, with resources devoted based on the
rank order of project importance. For instance, detail design and right-of-way expenditures will
only be authorized for the projects in the 10-year program.

The remainder of candidate major new projects below the top 100 ranking will be placed in a
furloughed status. The department will work with the sponsors of these projects to develop
alternatives that solve the transportation problem reduce the scope of the project, identifj other
options for its financing, or cancel the project altogether.

2



Changes from the December 7, 1995
Project Selection Advisory Committee Meeting

Truck ADT/Automobile Average Dai@ Traffic Split

The Project Selection Advisory Committee directed the depatiment to extract truck traffic from
the Average Daily Traffic score in order to evaluate its impact as a separate factor. The following
scale was used to rank truck traffic:

I 1201-2400 I 2 I
2401-3600 3

1 3601-4800 4 I
4801-6000 5

I 6001-7200 I 6 I

I 7201-8400 I 7 I

I 8401-9600 I 8 I

The Average Daily Traffic weight of 20 points was
evenly split between automobile and truck traffic.
After establishing the point scale for automobile
and truck traffic, scoring was recalculated.

The recalculated ranking list was compared to the
original scoring to evaluate the effect of a truck
ADT factor. The truck ADT factor seemed most
beneficial to projects on the Interstate System,
which has the highest concentration of truck traffic,

Projects on U.S. Routes 20 and 30 also increased in
scoring, as these routes offer an alternative to the
Turnpike and Interstate System for east-west
travel. In summary, the new ranking factor of truck
ADT shifted priority toward rural projects, with a
20-year program ranking of 20 urban projects, 30
suburban projects, and 36 rural projects.

The addition of a truck ADT factor presented a
modified mix of projects, but it is difficult to determine if this project mix is superior. To be
certain, truck ADT favors Interstate projects, and tends to select more rural projects:

I 20-Year Project Summary, Assuming $150 Million/Year I
Project Location Scoring System as of Dec. 7, 1995 I Scoring with Truck ADT Factor

I I
I Rural I 25 I 36 I

I Suburban I 39 I 30 I
I Urban 39 20



(‘M Betwflt Meosurti

When a sample project ranking was reviewed at the December 7, 1995 Project Selection Advisor-y

Committee meeting, the department emphasized what it felt were flaws in the ranking process,
Number one, the process lacked a cost-effectiveness or benefiticost factor. This meant that there
was no factor to reward the less expensive projects that were fairly high-scoring in the ranking
process. Related to this point, the department had determined that some projects could be
reduced in scope and still serve their transportation fi.mction. For example, the proposed shoulder. .
width could be reduced or at-grade intersection designs substituted for grade separations.

To address these issues, the Advisory Committee adopted a policy to award points to projects
which were reduced in scope and cost. The amount of cost reduction is counted as a local
contribution in the bonus category of Public/Private Local Participation. For instance, a project
that was reduced in scope for a savings of $10 million would receive 3 bonus points. Below is a
chart showing some of the projects which could be reduced in scope and the total savings for
each.

Project Original Cost Revised Cost Savings

Athens/Meigs County, U.S. 33 $97 million $54.1 million .$42.9million

Hocking/Athens County, U.S. 33 $54 million $42.7 million S11.3million

Meigs County, S.R. 124 $117.6 million S43.5 million S74.1million

Lorain County, Central Corridor $76 million S40 million S36 million

Lucas/Ottawa County, S.R. 2 $126 million $44 million $82 million

Hancock County, U.S. 30 $55.5 million $40.2 million $15.3 million

Hancock county U.S. 30 $37 million $26.8 million $10.2 million

Hancock/WyandotCounty, U.S. 30 $55 million $39.9 million .$15.1million

WyandotiCrawford County, U.S. 30 $69 million $55.1 million $13.9 million

Paulding County, U.S. 24 $187 million $141 million $46 million

Tuscarawas County, U.S. 250 $29.4 million $12 million $17.4 million

Stark/Cohunbiana County, U.S. 30 $150 million $96 million $54 million

Holmes County,S.R 62 $10 million $2.1 million . $7.9 million

Tuscarawas COLUIV,U.S. 250/S.R. 800 $20 million $15 million $5 million

Harrison/Jefferson County, S.R. 150 $150 million $75 million $75 million

4



Harrison/Bebnont Counh, U.S. 250 $114 million $45.7 million $68.3 million

Holmes Couny. U.S. 62 $29.4 million $9.9 million $19.5 million

Totals $1,376 million $782.9 million $594 million

Economic Development Scoring Changes

Review of the Economic Development scoring revealed that many projects were receiving
economic development points out of proportion with their average transportation score of 20.
Projects with a relatively low transportation ranking were being inflated by the creation of a
modest number ofjobs. For this reasou ODOT recommends the scale for number ofjobs created
be multiplied by a factor of four. At the low end of the scale, 2 points are awarded for job
creation in the range of 100-199 persons as opposed to the previous 25-49 range. At the high
end of the scale, 10 points are awarded to projects creating greater than 800 jobs as opposed to
200 jobs in the previous ranking scale.

Application of Economic Development Scoring

The scoring of economic development factors was pefiormed by the Ohio Department of
Development in conjunction with ODOT. Department of Development officialswere very strict
in awarding economic development points. Each score is backed by documents from private
businesses indicating their intent to locate, expand, invest, or create employment opportunities,
contingent upon the construction of the major new project.

The definition of economic development states that new investment or employment must be
directly tied to construction of the major new project, with benefits realized within 3 years of
project completion. Under this strict definitio~ projects low in the ranking list could not be
awarded economic development points because their construction -- at current levels of finding --
would be many years distant. Because of this, of 154 projects ranked under the major new
selection process, only 12 received points for demonstrable economic development impacts.

Economic Distress



The Economic Distress factor awards points to counties having an unemployment rate higher than
the state rate of unemployment. Mler a review of interim scoring, ODOT recommends that this
scale be prorated to provide more sensitivity to the Economic Distress measure. The following
scale is recommended:

Percent of Unemployment Rate
Based on 5-Year Average Points Number of Counties in this Range

100’%0or less o 31

101 to 110% 1 11

110.1 to 120% 2 15

120.1 to 130% 3 12

130.1 to 140% 4 5

greater than 140% 5 14

Final Major New Project Selection Criteria

The table on the next page shows the overall breakdown in scoring between Transportation
Efficiency, Safety, Economic Development, and Bonus categories. Subsequent tables detail
revisions, if any, in scoring scales for each criterion.

.
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Goal Selection Criteria Maximum

Score

Transportation Average Daily Traffic - Volume of tmflic on a daily average. 20
Eflicicncy

Volume to Capacity Ratio - A lCVCIof highway’s congestion. 20

Highway’s Classification - A level ofhighway’s importance. -1-e5

Macro Corridor Completion - Does it complctc a macro corridor? 10

Safety AccidentRate- Numberof accidentspcr million miles of tmvcl. 15

edlcl-’ 5

Total transportation scores at least 80% 70°/0 of project score !jfjm

Economic Job Creation - The ICVCIof non-retail jobs the project crcatcs. 10
Development

Job Retention - Evidence that the project will retain existing jobs. 5

Economic Distress - Points based upon the severity of the unemployment rate of the county 5

Cost effectiveness ofinvestment -A ratio of the cost of thejobs created and investment attracted. 5
Determined by dividing thejobs and investment by the cost to Ohio for the transportation project.

Level of Investment - The lCVC1of private sector, non-retail capital attracted to Ohio bccausc of the +05
project.

Economic development scores can be up to 241°/0 30°/0 of project score ~ 30

Bonus Categories

Funding Public/Private/LocdParticipation- Dots this project lcvcragc additional funds which allow state funds -1-820
to bc augrncntcd?

Unique Multi- Does the project have some unique multi-modal or regional impact?
Modal or

35

Regional Impacts

Total possible points with all bonus points included 4++ 125
.
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Transportation Etliciency Factors

Average Daily Traffic

Average Daily Traffic (ADT) is an important indication of the number of people sewed by a
facility. Prior to December 7, 1995, the upper end of the scale was raised to reflect some of the

higher traffic volumes experienced on some roadways, and the points were changed from 18 to 20
to be in keeping with an overall base score of 100. The final scale, shown on the right, divides

points between truck and automobile traflic.

Average Daily Traflic

Final Scale
Truck ADT Auto ADT Points

Dec. 7 Scale Points

76000 + 20 10801-12000 72000 + 10

72000-75999 19 9601-10800 64000-71999 9

68000-71999 18 8401-9600 56000-63999 8

64000-67999 17 7201-8400 48000-55999 7

Interim Scale Points 60000-63999 16 6001-7200 40000-47999 6

45000 + 15 56000-59999 15 4801-6000 32000-39999 5

42000-44999 14 52000-55999 14 3601-4800 24000-31999 4

39000-41999 13 48000-51999 13 2401-3600 16000-23999 3

36000-38999 12 44000-47999 12 1201-2400 8000-15999 2

33000-35999 11 40000-43999 11 0-1200 0-7999 1

30000-32999 10 36000-39999 10

27000-29999 9 32000-35999 9

24000-26999 8 28000-31999 8

21000-23999 7 24000-27999 7

18000-20999 6 20000-23999 6

15000-17999 5 16000-19999 5

12000-14999 4 12000-15999 4

9000-11999 3 8000-11999 3

6000-8999 2 4000-7999 2

3000-5999 I 1 I o-3999 I 1 I



Volunw-to-Capocity (V/C) Ratio

The V/C ratio measures the level of congestion of a highway. In the public comment process, it
was the highest rated of any factor. The floor of the scale was raised prior to the December 7
meeting so that no points are awarded for projects with a V/C ratio less than 0.55. Total points
were also raised from 18 to “20for the V/C ratio. The original and revised V/C scoring scales are
shown below:

Volumeto-Capacity Ratio

Revised Scale

>1.50 V/C Ratio 20 Points

1.45-1.50 19

1.40-1.44 18

1.35-1.39 17

Interim Scale 1.30-1.34 16

>1.50 V/C Ratio 15 Points 1.25-1.29 15

1.40-1.49 14 1.20-1.24 14

1.30-1.39 13 1.15-1.19 13

1.20-1.29 12 1.10-1.14 12

1.10-1.19 11 1.05-1.09 11

1.00-1.09 10 1.00-1.04 10

0.90-0.99 9 0.95-0.99 9

0.80-0.89 8 0.90-0.94 8

0.70-0.79 7 0.85-0.89 7

0.60-0.69 6 0.80-0.84 6

0.50-0.59 5 0.75-0.79 5

0.40-0.49 4 0.70-0.74 4

0.30-0.39 3 0.65-0.69 3

0.20-0.29 2 0.60-0.64 2

0.10-0.19 1 0.55-0.59 1



Highwciy CImsficcrtiott

In the Interim Project Selection Criteria, this factor was titled “Functional Classification,” but was
changed to “Highway Classification” because fictional classification refers to a federally

established hierarchy of roadways. I’he overall weight of the factor was reduced from 8 tos
points, and the point distribution was modified slightly. The old and current scale are presented
below:

Highway Classification

Interim Scale Revised Scale

Interstate “ 8 POilltS Interstate 5 points

Macro Corridor 7 MacroConidor 5

NationalHigh\vaySystem 2 NationalHighw-aySystem 2

FreewayExpressmax 2 Free\vay/Express\vay 2

PrincipalArterial 2 PrincipalArterial 2

Minorluterial 1 NfinorArterial/Collector 1

Collector o

Macro Corridor Completion

IvfiicroCorridor Completion refers to projects which upgrade the capacity of an u~mproved
ACCESS 0~0 macro corridor, preferably to four lanes. The completion of these corridors
lrelpsthe sta~eto achieve rnability and economic development goals established in ACCESS
(X?fU. The benefit of con@.eting these routes is the intercomection of the state’s population,
natural resource, &d”ecdnom.ic activity centers. The weight of this factor ww maintained at 10s
poirmz” “

,



.

.

Accident Rote

Defined as the number of accidents on a highway segment per million miles of vehicle travel. The
weight of this factor was adjusted downward slightly fkm 18 points to 15 points in the base
score. The scale for scoring the factor did not change:

Safety as Measured by Accident Rate ● I
Accident Rate I Points I Accident Rate I Points I

c14.50 I 15 I 2.10-2.39 I 7 I
4.20-4.49 I 14 I 1.80-2.09 I 6 I
3.90-4.19 13 1.50-1.79 5

i , I
3.60-3.89 12 1.20-1.49 4

I
3.30-3.59 I 11 I 0.90-1.19 I 3 1

3.00-3.29 I 10 I 0.60-0.89 I 2 I

2.70-2.99 I 9 I 0.30-0.59 I 1 I
2.40-2.69 8 0.00-0.29 I o I

Scale same for Interim and Revised Criteria

Project Degree of Completion

The degree of completion was a criterion intended specifically for the interim project selection
process because the number of projects far exceeded available construction finding. From the
public comments received, it was the least favored of all the selection criteria. Based on public
input and the department’s efforts to implement a major new project selection process and
rationalize the flow of projects, it was decided to eliminate this factor from the weighting.

11



Economic Development

The weight for economic development criteria was raked from 20~0 in the interim selection
process to 30’% in the revised project selection process. The criteria was expanded fromJob

Creation and Level of Investment to include Job Retention, Economic Distress, and Cost
Effectiveness of Investment. Modifications are discussed below, with the scoring scale shown on
the following page.

Job Crea~ion: Job Creation is defined as the number of non-retail jobs “generated as a direct result
of the major new project construction. The factor is broken down to measure immediate
employment generation, occurring within 3 years of the project’s construction, and fiture

employment generation,occurring3 -5 yearsafterthe project’sconst~ction.Job creation is
\veighted at up to 10 points of a project’s score.

Job Retention: Job Retention was added in response to numerous comments received by the
Project Advisory Commit-tee. The factor recognizes the impacts that infrastructure investment
has on retaining a viable economic base in a community or region. The job retention factor is
weighted at up to 5 points ofa project’s score.

.
Level oflnvestmen(: Level of Investment refers to the amount of non-retail, private sector capital
investment attract ed to the state as a direct result of a major new project. Like job creation, the
investment has to be generated within 3 years of a major new project’s construction. Level of
Investment is weighted at up to 5 points of a project’s score.

Economic Distress: A great deal of public input was received concerning the economic distress in
some areas of the,state and the inability of these areas to attract economic development because
of deficiencies in their existing infrastructure. To compensate for this disadvantage, the measure
of Economic Distress was added as a factor in the selection process. Economic Distress is
defined by the 5 year average unemployment rate of the county where the project is located. The
factor is weighted at up to 5 points of a project’s score.

Cos/ Effectiveness of Investment: Cost Effectiveness of Investment is a measure of the benefit of
a project in terms of employment compared to its cost to the department. The factor is weighted
at up to 5 points of a project’s score.

I Economic Development Scoring I

12



Number of Jobs Created “1

Immediate Number of 5!-5=49 %=99 +9%++9 ~

Jobs
(O-3 Yearn) 100-199 200-399 400-599 600-799

Points: 2 ‘4 6 8

Future Number of Jobs 5?5+00 %3++39
(>3 years -5 years) 100-799 800-1199 El 1200

Points: 2 4 6

0800

10

Job Retention

Number of Jobs 25-49 50-99 100-149 150-199 gzoo”

Retained

Points: 1“ 2 3 4 5

Level of Investment

Immediate amount of $50,000 S5 million SIOmillion S15rnillion 0$20

investment (O-3 years) to $4.99 to $9.99 to $14.99 to $19.99 million “
million million million million

Points: 1 2 3 4 5

Economic Distress.

Percent of
Unemployment Rate 101 to 110.1 to 120.1 to’ 130.1 to 140.1 or

Based on 5-year Avg. 11O’XO 120% 130% 140% greater

Points: 1 2 3 4 5

Cost Effectiveness of Investment
The cost to ODOT for the project divided by the number ofjobs created as a result of the
project.

T 0$400,000
per job

Points 10

$300,001 s 150,001 $100,001 $50,001
to to to to

$399,999 $300,000 $150,000 $100,000
per job per job per job per job

1 2 3 4

“$50,000
per job

5

Bonus Categories
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Beyond the base score of 100 points available for transportation, safety, and economic
development factors, projects can earn Up to 25 bonus points for additional local investment and

. unique project impacts, The breakdown of this scoring is shovm below.

PubIic/Private LOCCIIParticipation: Public/Private Local Participation recognizes the contribution
of additional finding which reduces the overall cost to the state of Ohio. The factor is calculated
based on both the absolute value of investment and the percentage of the project cost contributed.
The factor is weighted at up to 1S bonus points, up from 6 bonus points in the interim selection
scoring:

Amount Contributed Points ‘XO Contributed Points

Less than S1M o 10’36to 2070 1

!31Mto S3M 1 2170 to 40’%0 2

S3. 1 to S7M
. ~ ~ ]~0 to 601?io 4

$7.1 to s 1OM 3 61% to SOYO 6

slo.ltos15M 4 s 1?40to 90’%0 s

>$]5.01 5 to 90% 10

100% Guaranteed

Points are cumulative, awarded both for the dollar amount contributed andfor
that amount’s percentage of the total project cost. 100’%payment of project
guarantees its construction ifa!l design, environmental criteria are met.

MPO Local Funding Counts Toward local share

Ohio has 16 designated Metropolitan Planning Organizations, each of which is allocated a portion
of the state’s federal transportation finding allocation. Major new projects with MPC) finding
participation will be credited bonus points for Public/Private Local Participation.

Unique Mdti-modaf or Regional Impact provides additional weight for projects which have
especially significant regional impacts or comects two or more transportation modes. Ten points
can be added to the project score in this bonus category, up from 6 bonus points “inthe interim
project selection process.

fin-majo.wpd
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APPENDIX D

ISTEA FEDERAL FUNDING CATEGORIES



FFY 1995 FEDERAL HIGHWAY FUNDING - INTERMODAL
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION EFFICIENCY ACT OF 1991 (ISTEA)

FHWA
Code
042

04MIL
315131A

33-
33-

35-
320132A

085
34-

Category
Interstate Construction (1)
Interstate Maintenance (IM)
National HighwaySystem(NH)
Bridge Replacement & Rehabilitation (BR)
Sufface Transportation Program (STP)
Hold Harmless STP Adjustment (STP)
Interstate System Reimbursement (STP)
Donor State Bonus
Congestion Mitigation &Air Quality (CM)
Metropolitan Planning (PL)
90% Minimum Allocation (MA) ●

ISTEA Demonstration Projects ●

Other Demonstration Funding ●

Total Apportionments
Apportionments Subject To Ceiling
Obligation Ceiling

Rate
90%
90%
80%
80%
80%
80%
80%
80%
80%
80%

80’%0to 909fo
80%
80%

2% Deduction
Apportionment** For SPR

$20,204,125 $404,082
105;366;657
118,869,147
100,920,032
123,262,688
24,170,517

0
80,182,960
40,010,406

5,489,870
48,662,045
29.101,440 ***

2,106;234
2,375,999
2,017,222
2,463,720

483,410
0
0

799,816
0
0
0

Adjusted
Apportionment

$19,800,043
103:260:423
116,493,148
98,902,810

120,798,968
23,687,107

0
80,182,960
39,210,590

5,489,870
48,662,045
29,101.440. .

6;462;000 t I
$702,701,887 $10.650,48; $69&;,i~
$618;476:402 “
$575,024,646 (081/086)

FHWA
Code
042

04M/L
315131A

33-
33-

32;k
085

317/318
34-

FFY 1996 FEDERAL HIGHWAY FUNDING - INTERMODAL
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION EFFICIENCY ACT OF 1991 (ISTEA)

Category
Interstate Construction (1)
Interstate Maintenance (IM)
National Highway System (NH)
Bridge Replacement & Rehabilitation (BR)
Surface Transportation Program (STP)
Hold Harmless STP Adjustment (STP)
Interstate System Reimbursement (STP)
Donor State Bonus
Congestion Mitigation &Air Quality (CM)
Metropolitan Planning (PL)
Restoration Funds (PL 104)
90% Minimum Allocation (MA) ●

ISTEA Demonstration Projectk ●

Other Demonstration Funding ●

Total Apportionments
Apportionments Subject To Ceiling
Obligation Ceiling

Participation
Rate
90%
90’%0
80?40
80%
80%
80%
80%
80%
80%
80%
80%

80% to 90%
80%
80’?40

2% Deduction Adjusted
Apportionment For SPR *PO rtionment

$0 $0 $0
92,872,679

105,224,067
82,084,036

114,461,494
7,735,266

77,994,884
30,189,777
37,628,717

5,469,539
10,611,417
9,333,422

25,451,432-

1,857,453
2,104,481
1,641,680
2,289,229

154,705
0
0

752,574
0
0
0
0

91,015,ti6
103,119,586
80,442,366

112,172,265
7,580,661

77,994,884
30,189,777
36,876,143

5,469,539
10,611,417
9,333,422

25,451,432

$599,056,73: $8,800,12! - $590,256,608
$564,271,876
$594,507,957 (081/086)

● Not subject to obligation ceiling.
H After 1.5% sanction of NH, STP & CMAQ under 23 USC 153 due to Ohio’s failure to enact mandatory motorcycle

helmet Iavq sanction totalled approximately $4.3 million. Includes reapportioned IM, NH, BR, STP and CM funds
not subject to SPR deduction.

- Section 1069 funding not included, as none apportioned; requires supplemental appropriations.

Finance
istea96.wspr4
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ISTEA Federal Funding Categories

As a result of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of
1991 (ISTEA), the basic Federal-aid highway Program now consists of the
following funding categories:

Interstate Construction (I) -

Can only be used for the initial construction of the remaining por-
tions of the Interstate Highway System as designated in the 1981 Inter-
state Cost Estimate. Funds are annnually apportioned to the states in
proportion to their estimated share of the total cost to complete the
system, based on the 1991 cost estimate update. Funds are apportioned
one year in advance and are available for one year, and the normal fed-
eral participation rate is 90%. ISTEA authorized ‘I’ funding through
FY 1996, and declared this would be the final authorization; the FY 1996
apportionment will be available until expended. The addition of lanes
on a portion of IR 75 in Toledo and IR 271 in Cleveland and the comple-
tion of IR 670 In Columbus are the only remaining projects in Ohio eli-
gible for ‘I’ funding.

t

Interstate Maintenance (IM) -

Pr”ovides funding for resurfacing, restoration and rehabilitation of
the Interstate System, and for reconstruction of interchanges and bridges
over Interstate routes. The funds can be used to construct high occupan-
cy vehicle (HOV) and auxiliary lanes, but cannot otherwise be used for
new construction. ‘IM’ funds are apportioned annually by formula based
55% on lane-mile and 45% on vehicle mile of travel factors, and are avail-
able for four years. Under ISTEA Ohio will receive about $106 million per
year through FY 1997. The normal federal participation rate is 90%.

National Highway System (NH) -

The National Highway System (NHS) was authorized by ISTEA to provide
a-n interconnected system of principal arterial routes to serve major popu-
lation centers, ports, airports, international border crossings, and public
transportation and other interrnodal transportation facilities; to meet na-
tional defense requirements; and, to serve interstate and interregional
travel . When finally submitted to Congress for approval by September 30,
1995, the NHS of highways will contain about 155,000 miles including all
Interstate routes, a large portion of the current urban and rural princi-
pal arterial system, the defense strategic highway network and other ma-
jor strategic highway connectors. Until approved, *NH’ funds can be used
on any principal arterial.

Provides funding for construction, reconstruction~ resurfacing~ re-
storation and rehabilitation of the NHS. Can also be used for operation-
al and highway safety improvements, startup costs for traffic management
and control systems, fringe and corridor parking facilities~ carpool and
vanpool pro$ects, bicycle transportation and pedestrian walkways, trans-
portation planning, and highway planning and research.



The ‘NH’ funds are apportioned annually by formula based on each

State’s FY 1987-1991 share of total national funding with appropriate ad-

justments for Interstate Maintenance (IM) and Bridge (BR) apportionments’,

and are available for four years. Under ISTEA Ohio will receive about

$119 million per year through FY 1997. The normal federal participation

rate is 80%, or 90% when used on the Interstate System for other than
new lanes (except for HOV or auxiliary lanes).

Surface Transportation Program (STP) -

Provides funding for construction, reconstruction, resurfacing, re-
storation, rehabilitation, and operational improvements on any h“ighways
not functionally classified as local roads or rural minor collectors, and
for bridge and safety improvements on any public road. Can also be used
for fringe and corridor parking facilities, carpool and vanpool projects,
bicycle transportation and pedestrian walkways, transportation planning
and research, capital and operating costs for traffic monitoring, man-
agement and control facilities and programs, transportation enhancement
activities, transportation control measures specified in the Clean Air
Actr and capital costs for transit projects.

The ‘STP’ funds are apportioned annually by formula in the same man-
ner as ‘NH’ funds, and are available for four years. The apportionment
is increased by the Hold Harmless, 90 Percent of Payments and Interstate
Reimbursement equity adjustment apportionments (the latter funding is
only authorized for FY 1996-1997); Ohio received about $103 million of
*STP’ funds in FY 1992 and $142 million in FY 1993, and should receive
about $142 million per year in FY 1994-1995. The total will increase by
about $92 million per year in FY 1996-1997 due to the Interstate Reim-
bursement supplement. The normal federal participation rate is 80%, or
90% when used on the Interstate System for other than new lanes (except
HOV or auxiliary lanes) or for safety and rail-highway crossing improve-
ments financed with the portion of the ‘STP’ funding specifically set
aside for such projects.

ISTEA requires that at least 10% of the ‘STP’ funding must be used
for such safety projects, that at least 10% must be used for specific
transportation enhancement activities, and that an amount equal to 110%
of Ohio’s FY 1991 Rural Secondary (RS) apportionment must be spent in
rural areas of the state (about $20.3 million per year). Additionally,
50% of the ‘STP’ funds must be divided between urbanized areas of over
200,000 population and other areas of the State on the basis of popula-
tion; about 26% of our *STP’ funds must be allocated to the Metropolitan
Planning Organizations (MPOS) representing Ohio’s nine such areas each
year under this provision.

Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation (BR) -

Provides funding for the rehabilitation or replacement of highway
bridges on any public road. To qualify a bridge must have a span of at
least 20 feet, it must be included in the National Bridge Inventory, and it
must be classified therein as structurally deficient or functionally obso-
lete. It must have a sufficiency rating of 80% or less to be eligible for



rehabilitation, and 50% or less for replacement. At least 15% but not more
than 35% of the funding must be used on local roads or rural minor collec-
tors, and bridge pa~nt~ng, seismic retrofitting and the appl~cat~on of cal-
cium magnes~um acetate are now ellgible for ‘ER’ funding under ISTEA.

‘BR’ funds are apportioned annually on the basis of relative bridge de-
ficiencies as reflected in the National Bridge Inventory, and are available
for four years. The normal federal participation rate is 80%. Ohio re-
ceived about $89 million in FY 1992 and $103 million in FY 1993; funding
is authorized for FY 1994-1997 at the l?y 1993 funding level.

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CM) -

This funding was established by ISTEA for Projects and programs that
will help attain national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) in Clean
Air Act ozone and carbon monoxide (CO) nonattainment areas. The Clean Air
Act requires that priority be given to the ~mplementation of transporta-
tfon portions of applicable State Implementation Plans (SIPS), and Trans-
portation Control Measures (TCMS) from the SIPS having air quality bene-
fits are given the highest priority for ‘CM’ funding. Current guidance
requires that funding emphasis be given to projects and programs that will
provide tangible reductions In CO and ozone precursor emissions. It re-
quires that a list of ‘CM’ programming priorities which will have “the
greatest impact on air quality” be developed. All projects and programs
require an assessment and documentation of air quality benefits before
they can be approved for ‘CM’ funding; FHWA/FTA, in consultation with EPA,
must be satisfied that the project or program will help attain a NAAQS.

The” original FHWA guidance indicated that ‘CM’ funds could be used
for a variety of transportation activities, including all of the TCMS in-

cluded in Section lo of the Clean Air Act except two. Prelim-
inary research regarding these strategies indicates that many of them do
not contribute greatly to emission reductions, however. In consideration
of the new guidance, and the fact that Ohio will not have assembled the
required SIP showing how it will achieve the Clean Air Act goals until
November 1993, there is much uncertainty regarding how the ‘CM’ funds can
or should be used in the interim. The new guidance clearly appears to
de-emphasize “congestion mitigation” and emphasize “air quality”.

‘CM’ funds are apportioned annually based on the air quality non-
attainment area population within each State, which is weighted by the
severity of the ozone and CO air quality problem. The funds are avail-
able for four years, and the normal federal participation rate is 80%.
Ohio received about $35 million in FY 1992 and $42 million in FY 1993;
funding is authorized for FY 1994-1997 at the FY 1993 funding level.

Minimum Allocation (MA) -

The 90% Minimum Allocation (MA) equity adjustment funding category
replaced the 85% ‘MA’ category which existed prior to ISTEA. In FY 1992-
1997 each State is guaranteed an amount so that its percentage of total
apportionments in each fiscal year of ‘I’, ‘IM*, ‘NH’, ‘STp’, ‘BR’, Inter-
state Substitution (IX), Scenic Byways? and Safety Belt and Motorcycle Hel-
met grants, plus allocations from any of these programs received in the



prior year, must not be less than 90% of the percentage of estimated con-

tributions into the Highway Trust Fund in the late=t year for which data
is available.

‘MA’ funds may be used in lieu of ‘I’, ‘IM’, ‘IX’, ‘NH’, ‘STP’, ‘BR’
and *CM’ funds, and for metropolitan planning and Planning and research
activities, and they are not subject to the federal obligation ceiling
applied to these other funding categories each year. The funds are avail-
able for four fiscal years, and the federal participation rate is that
normally applicable to the program being funded. One-half of the “MA’
funding is subject to the sub-State distribution rules applicable to
‘STP* funds. Ohio received about $99 million of ‘MA’ in FY 1992 and
$65 million in FY 1993.

Donor State Bonus (DSB) -

ISTEA established this new equity adjustment funding category for
States that contribute more to the Highway Trust Fund than they receive
back in Federal-aid highway programs. In FY 1992-1997 donor States are
identified by comparing each State’s projected Highway Trust Fund contri-
butions to the apportionments they will receive that year. ISTEA author-
izes a specific amount to be distributed each year to these donor States
as a bonus. The funds are available until expended and are used in the
same manner as ‘STP’ funds. One-half of the amount received is subject
to the sub-State ‘STP’ distribution rules.

Other Equity Adjustment Funds -

The *Hold Harmless’, ’90 Percent of Payment’ and ‘Reimbursement for
Segments of the Interstate System Constructed Without Federal Assistance’
equity adjustment funds were also established by ISTEA. All are treated
as adjustments to a State’s ‘STP’ apportionment, where applicable.

The Hold Harmless apportionment adjustment 1s made to ensure that
each State receives a certain legislative percentage of the national fund-
ing for each of FY’s 1992-1997, as specified in ISTEA. Ohio received an
additional $7.6 million of *STP’ funds in FY 1992 and $23.6 million in
FY 1993 under this provision.

The. 90 Percent of Payment adjustment is made to ensure that each
State’s apportionments for FY’s 1992-1997 will be at least 90% of its
contributions to the Highway Account of the Highway Trust Fund. This IS

different than the Minimum Allocation, where the guarantee is 90% of a
State’s relative share of contributions. Ohio did not receive any fund-
ing under this provision in FY 1992 or Fy 1993.

The Interstate System Reimbursement adjustment provides funding in
FY 1996 and 1997 to reimburse States for their cost for routes construct-
ed without Federal assistance and incorporated into the Interstate System
in 1956. Ohio is scheduled to receive about $94 million each year.



State Planning and Research (SPR/HPR) -

Under ISTEA the 1.5% set aside of funds from certain Federal appor-
tionments previously required for Highway Planning and Research (HPR) was
increased to 2% and dedicated for State Planning and Research (SPR) activ-
ities. A new requirement was added that 25% of the set aside be used for
Research, Development and Technology Transfer activities. Prior to the
change a 0.5% optional set aside was permitted, so the increase simply
made that mandatory. The 2% deduction applies to the ‘I’, ‘IM’, ‘IX’,
‘NH’, ‘STP’, ‘BR’ and ‘CM’ apportionments, and this funding carries an
80% participation rate (versus 85% previously). Ohio’s ‘SPR’ set aside
totaled about $8.9 million in FY 1992 and $10.5 million in FY 1993.

Metropolitan Planning (PL) -

Provides funding for activities undertaken by metropolitan planning
organizations (MPOS) to develop long-range transportation plans and trans-
portation improvement programs (TIPs) for metropolitan areas, as required
under Title 23 U.S.C. Prior to apportioning funds to the States, 1% is
set aside from certain categories to provide !PL’ funding apportionments.
These” funds are apportioned based on the ratio of urbanized population
in each State to the national. urbanized area population. ISTEA signifi-
cantly expanded the planning requirements. Ohio received about $4.6 mil-
lion of ‘PL’ funds in FY 1992 and $5.5 million in FY 1993. This funding
also carries an 80% participation rater versus 85% previously.

100% Federal Funding Provisions -

There are three sections of Title 23 USC under which ODOT obtains in-
creased Federal participation. The first is the so-called ‘G’ funding
provision of Section 120, the second is the credit bridge program author-
ized under Section 144, and the third is the toll revenue soft match cre-
dit provision established under ISTEA Section 1044. (We elected not to
use the temporary matching fund waiver provision of ISTEA Section 1054.)

‘G’ Funding Provision:

Section 120(c) provides that the Federal share payable on account
of the following projects may amount to 100%, except that not more than
10% of the sums apportioned for any fiscal year under Section 104 may be
so used:

T Traffic control signalization
* Pavement marking
* Commuter carpooling and vanpooling

,

* Installation of traffic signs, traffic lights, guardrails,
impact attenuators, concrete barrier endtreatments or break-
away utility poles

* Priority control systems for emergency vehicles at signalized
intersections

There is a common misconception that special ‘G’ funds are apportioned
for these purposes. That is not the case; the ‘G’ reference relates to
the letter appended to the Federal Project Number when 100% participa-
tion is elected under this provision.



Credit Bridge Program:

Section 144(n) permits up to 80% of the cost of State or locally
funded noncontroversial bridge replacement or rehabilitation projects
on highways functionally classified as ‘local roads’ or ‘rural minor
collectors’ to be credited toward the non-federal share of regular
Federal-aid Bridge Rehabilitation and Replacement (BR) projects. Un-
der this provision 28 counties in Ohio currently have credits esta-
blished totaling about $3.6 million.

Toll Revenue Soft Match Credit:

ISTEA Section 1044 permits a State to earn credit which can be
applied toward any project financed under Title 23 to Increase the
Federal share, up to 100%. The credit is earned on a Federal fiscal
year basis, and is based on the amount of toll revenue used for cap-
ital expenditures to build or improve public highway facilities that
serve interstate” travel.” We have been granted credits totaling about
$100 million for FY 1992 and 1993, based on revenues and expenditures
of the..Ohio Turnpike Commission.

To qualify for the credit a State’s total non-federal transporta-
tion capital expenditures in the prior year must equal or exceed the
average of suchexpenditures:.for the three preceding years. Credits
earned are available for.use for four fiscal years, but to use them in
a year subsequent..tothe year. earned the maintenance-of-effort (MOE)
requirement must again be. satisfied. If it can be, additional credits
will then also be earned. We anticipate be,ing able to qualify for the
credit annually for the foreseeable future.

A policy regarding the use of our toll revenue credits has been
developed and distributed. It allows LPAs to use the credit provided
it is available and they have the necessary Federal funds. The credit
does not increase the amount of funding apportioned to Ohioi and we will
not provide extra federal funds to an LPA to enable them to obtain 100%
participation.

Programming
03/02/93

Attachment - FFY 1992 and 1993 Federal Apportionments, Ohio
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Air OuaIitv CONFORMITY DETERMINATION REPORT

EDATA’s involvement in the air quality process.

The background and brief history of EDATA’s involvement in the air quality process
began in 1971, in accordance with Section 109 of the Clean Air Act (CAA), when the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (U. S. EPA) adopted a National Ambient Air Quality
Standard (NAAQS) for ozone. All areas of the country were originally required to attain this
standard by 1975. However in 1977 it was discovered that additioml time would be required
for areas to meet the standard.

In 1977, the CAA was amended. The amendments included Section 107(d) which required
U.S. EPA to identi~ each geographic area of the country in which the NAAQS had not been
attained. For each of these areas, to be known as nonattainment areas, Part D of the CAA,
Section 171 required the states to revise their State Implementation Plans (SIPS) to provide for
attainment by December 31, 1982. If attainment by 1982 could not be demonstrated, despite
application of these and any other reasonably available controls, the state could obtain an
extension to December 31, 1987.

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, in cooperation with the Ohio Department of
Transportation, Metropolitan Planning Organizations in the State of Ohio, and local air pollu-
tion control agencies, set out to develop a mechanism for compliance with the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1977.

As the Metropolitan Planning Organization, the Eastgate Development and Transportation
Agency (EDATA) at that time, was the Regioml Planning and Development Organization for
Ashtabula, Trumbull, Mahoning, and Columbiana Counties. Section 174 of the Act provided
for designation of a lead planning organization to carry out the development of the State
Implementation Plan in urbanized areas. Where feasible, that organization would be the metro-
politan planning organization designated to conduct the continuing, cooperative and compre-
hensive transportation planning for the urbanized area. Therefore, EDATA was desigmted as
the lead planning organization for air quality planning purposes in Ashtabula, Trumbull,
Mahoning, and Columbiam Counties.

EDATAfulfilled the initial requirement by preparing its portion of the SIP, as it is related to
the ozone and carbon monoxide standards, and transmitted the SIP to Ohio EPA on January
11, 1979. Subsequent to that submittal, the US EPA had changed the Natioml Ambient Air
Quality Standard for photochemical oxidants (ozone), and modifications where made to
EDATA’s SIP. EDATA supplemented the required modifications by preparing a revised SIP
and transmitting same on September 20, 1979. This SIP showed that the EDATA area, which
only included Mahoning and Trumbull Counties, would not attain the ozone standard by
December 31, 1982, but would attain the carbon monoxide standard. However, the ozone
standard would be attained by 1983. Only Mahoning and Trumbull Counties had been selected
as attainment demonstration areas, with the rationale being that if attainment is demonstrated in
Mahoning and Trumbull Counties, attainment should be achieved in the other adjacent coun-
ties. Subsequent to the September 20, 1979 SIP transmittal, the Ohio EPA informed EDATA
that modifications could be made to the emissions from the stationary source component of
pollutants. The area showed attainment of the ozone standards by December 31, 1982 with
these modifications.



In the 80’s, EDATA amended its SIP to show attainment of the ozone standard by December
31, 1982. Investigation and analysis by EDATA resulted in a written request to Ohio EPA
that the ozone design value be changed based upon ambient ozone readings from 1976 to 1979.
The changes in the design value caused the pollutant reduction requirement to be lowered. The
Director of the Ohio EPA transmitted a written formal request to U.S. EPA that the ozone
design standard for Mahoning and Trumbull Counties be changed from 0.21 ppm to 0.14 ppm.
Based upon this significant change, granted by the U.S. EPA, EDATA amended its SIP to
reflect the most current status of air quality in Mahoning and Trumbull Counties, as it related
to attainment of the ozone standard. From 1980 through 1987, Mahoning and Trumbull Coun-
ties remained in compliance with the NAAQS.

In 1988, five exceedences of the ozone standard (readings greater than O.124) were recorded at
a monitoring site in Farrell, Pennsylvania. These five exceedences constitute a “violation” of
the NAAQS for ozone. One exceedence was recorded during 1988 at the Youngstown site.

In November 1990, Congress amended the CAA to again extend the attainment deadlines and
to impose new requirements on states with respect to those areas designated nomttainment.
These amendments provided that any area that was designated nonattainrnent as of November
5, 1990, would remain nomttainment “by operation of law” and would be classified in one of
five different categories, ranging from marginal to extreme, depending on the severity of the
nonattainment. Further, the CAAA directed that each such nomttainment area be expanded,
again by operation of law, to include any county included in whole or in part in the same
metropolitan statistical area as an existing nomttainment area. As a result of these provisions,
the Mahoning-Trumbull-Mercer Air Quality Management Area was designated as “marginal
nonattainment” for ozone.

On October 10, 1991, the EDATA General Policy Board approved GPB Resolution #089-91
requesting the Governor to recertify EDATA as the lead planning agency for air quality plan-
ning purposes within Mahoning and Trumbull Counties. In February 1992, the EDATA staff
began to actively coordinate efforts with ODOT and OEPA to address requirements for redes-
ignating the Air Quality Management Area to attainment status for ozone as allowed under the
1990 CAAA. A Memorandum of Understanding among the Ohio Environmental Protection
Agency, the Mahoning-Trumbull Air Pollution Control Agency, and the Eastgate Development
and Transportation Agency was fully achieved by May 9, 1992. On January 28, 1993,
EDATAand M-TMCA representatives met with OEPA and U.S. EPA to discuss the redesig-
mtion process. U.S. EPA presented requirements for redesignation and for the first time,
EDATAwas made aware of the fact that Mahoning and Trumbull Counties in Ohio and
Mercer County in Pennsylvania, formed a multistate ozone nomttainrnent area under Section
182(j) of the act. The three most recent years of ambient air quality data indicated that the
area was in attainment of the NAAQS for ozone and could meet the conditions required for
redesigmtion.

In September 1993, EDATA contracted with ms consultants, inc. of Youngstown, Ohio to
coordinate redesignation activities and generate a maintenance and contingency plan in an
effort to redesignate the area to attainment status. The consukant and EDATA completed a
redesignation package that responded to the five criteria of Section lo of the CAAA
in June 1994.

This revision to the SIP shows maintenance of the NAAQS in the area for at least 10 years
after redesignation. Since U.S. EPA is allowed up to 18 months after the request was submit-
ted to act on the redesignation, this meant that the plan had to demonstrate that the standard
would be maintained through 2006. The SIP revision includes a contingency plan containing
commitments by the State to promptly correct future violations if they should occur.



The plan also required the State to implement any control measures contained in the SIP prior
to the redesignation. The maintenance demonstration and contingency plan that were devel-
oped and the request for redesignation of Mahoning and Trumbull counties to attainment was
submitted to OEPA on June 13, 1994. A public hearing on the request was conducted by
OEPA at the EDATA offices, 25 East Boardman Street, Youngstown, Ohio on October 4,
1994.

Since February 1992, the EDATA staff actively coordinated efforts with ODOT and Ohio EPA
to address requirements for redesignation of the Mahoning-Trumbull portion of the Air Quality
Management Area to Attainment for ozone. On January 31, 1996 the U.S. EPA published a
direct final rule in the Federal Register approving Ohio’s State Implementation Plan (SIP)
revision request to redesignate the Youngstown (Mahoning-Trumbull Air Quality Management
Area) marginal nonattainment area to attainment, and established an ozone standard main-
temnce plan for the area. The “direct final rule”, effective April 1, 1996, alters the process
used in previous year TIP amlysis and reporting requirements to demonstrate air quality
conformity within the EDATA area.

Based on U.S. EPA’s action to redesignate the area’s margiml nomttainrnent status to attain-
ment for ozone, model comparisons of the buildho build scemrios are no longer required. The
2005 budgets that are provided for the Youngstown area in the SIP revisions are the only
transportation conformity budgets established by the maintemnce plan for this area. There are
no transportation conformity budgets set for the interim years.

The transportation conformity budgets for 2005 will be 32.16 TPD of VOC and 27.30 TPD for
NOX. Theses budgets are derived from the SIP amendment and are based on allocating 30
percent of the VOC emissions safety margin to the mobile source sector and 70 percent of the
NOXemissions safety margin (difference between the total 2005 emissions and the 1990 emis-
sions for VOC and NOX) to the mobile sources sector. The redesignation does not require
‘ICMs to maintain the ozone standard, unless growth in Volatile Organic Compound (VOC)
emissions interfere with continued attainment. Should !ICMs be required as part of the contin-
gency provisions of this State Implementation Plan (SIP) revision, OEPA will consider mobili-
ty impacts in selecting the appropriate KMs to implement.

Sources of data for the most recent planning assumptions.

EDATA’s TIP is consistent with the 2005 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and identi-
fies sources of the data for the most recent planning assumptions. The modeling process used
to develop EDATA’s 2005 LRTP is calibrated using the 1990 Census figures. The land use
data provided was taken from the 1990 Property Record Databases supplied by Mahoning and
Trumbull counties Auditors to Youngstown State University, 1991 aerial photography flown by
ODCYTfor EDATA, and local reports monitored through the agency’s surveillance program.

During July of 1994, FHWA suggested that the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) growth pro-
jected in Ohio’s urban transportation models be compared with historical HPMS VMT growth.
The outcome of this comparison would provide an additional means of assuring that the models
were providing accurate results, thereby meeting the conformity requirements for using the
latest planning assumptions.

ODUI’ initially reviewed this comparison of HPMS data as submitted to the FHWA for Ohio’s
urbanized areas for the years 1980 to 1992. A step-by-step process began by totaling VMT, by
year, each fictional classification of roadway. This calculation represents total urbanized area
HPMS VMT for each year between 1980 and 1992. The percent of annual change in total
HPMS VMT growth was then calculated for each urbanized area. ODOT’s intention was to
compare the annual percentage HPMS VMT growth with the annual percentage VMT growth



from the urban models. However, ODOT’s technical staff noted that there was extreme fluc-
tuation in the amual HPMS VMT growth trends. ODOT staff working with this data devel-
oped a lack of conildence in the HPMS VMT growth trends and determined that the post-1990
protections were not valid. The outcome of this analysis and the fact that the models are devel-
oped and kept current with the most recent population figures, land use data, and traffic
counts, provided ODOT with the certitude that the urban transportation models would provide
the best information to project VMT growth in Ohio’s urbanized areas.

Use of the most recent emissions model.

The requirements for demonstrating conformity differ from that of last year’s analysis due to
EDATA’splanning area air quality redesignation. US EPA published in the January 31, 1996,
Federal Register approval of Ohio’s State Implementation Plan revision request to redesignate
the Youngstown (Mahoning and Trumbull Counties) marginal ozone nonattainrnent areas to
attainment, and established an ozone standard maintemnce plan for the area. The “direct final
rule” was effective on April 1, 1996.

The U.S. EPA’s emissions software, MOBILE5AH, was used for all mobile source emission
analysis. The emissions inventories and budgets are from the most recent Ohio SIP submittals,
which were developed using the MOBILE5A software. All mobile source emission inventory
budgets and milestone projections were generated using the appropriate Inspection and Main-
temnce, anti-tampering, and vapor recovery flags.

The travel demand models used by ODOT for Ohio’s urbanized area are uniquely suited to
perform the attainment and milestone year Plan and TIP build/no build scenarios amlyses
required under the Fiml Conformity rule (Section 51.436), however, due to EDATA’s redes-
ignation to maintemnce status for air quality, comparisons of the build/no build scemrios are
no longer required for the Youngstown area. The conformity network includes all regiomlly
significant project, regardless of funding sources. The LRP and TIP out year network are the
same.

Analytical methodology

ISTEA requires that conditions be evaluated to assure that the implementation of transportation
projects, as defined in the TIP for each tested year, do not create emission levels greater than
if projects were not implemented. For specific years in the TIP and in the Transportation Plan
the emissions must also be less than the emission budgets as established in the State Implemen-
tation Plan (SIP). However, the SIP budget can be increased through a SIP revision up to the
emissions level specified for mobile sources in the attainment year emissions inventory. For
Youngstown, the attainment year invento~ is 1990.

For the out-year analysis of the TIP/LRP, a comparison was made between emissions attribut-
able to the build or action network and the out-year SIP budget as defined in the January 31,
1996 Federal Register. The action plan began with the no-build network and contains all pro-
jects, including the design concept and scope of regiomlly significant projects, which shall be
started in the TIP’s time frame in order to achieve the highway and transit system envisioned
by the transportation plan in the horizon year. Given MTAQMA’s redesignation to main-
tenance status, conformity is based on rules identified at 3745-101-10 (A) and (B) of the Ohio
Administrative Code. Analysis of the EDATA TIP/LRP action network demonstrates that
ozone precursor emissions shall be less than the motor vehicle emissions budget established by
the SIP maintemnce plan for the horizon year.



Baseline and Action networks scenarios.

Based on U.S. EPA’s action to redesignate the area’s marginal non-attainment status to attain-
ment for ozone, model comparisons of the action and baseline (build/no build) scenarios are
no longer required. The 2005 budgets that are provided for the Youngstown area in the SIP
revision are the only transportation conformity budgets set for the interrn years.

The 1990 “attainment year” mobile source emission inventory for the Mahoning-Trumbull Air
Quality Management Area has been established at 48.98 tons per summer day of VOC and
29.87 ton per summer day of NOX. The 2005 action network, built from the 1990 validated
network, includes all projects documented in the TIP/LRP and all regionally significant capaci-
ty adding projects regardless of funding source that are expected to be on-ground by the year
2005. To arrive at the 2005 network emission burden, 2005 trips flagged for No Stage II
Vapor Recovery System (VRS), No Inspection Maintenance (1/M), and No Anti-Tampering
Program (ATP) have been loaded to this action network.

At the end of this Appendix, Table E-1 identifies all the projects analyzed for air quality conformity
within the EDATA area. Map E-2 depicts the location of FY97-FY2000 capacity adding pro-
jects.

Normalization of the models to be consistent with HPMS.

EDATA’smodels have been normalized to be consistent with HPMS. Section 51.440
of the final Conformity rule requires development of a factor to reconcile and calibrate the
network-based model estimates of vehicle miles traveled in the base year of its validation to the
HPMS estimates for the same period.

Although Section 51.452 refers to calibrating VMT, it specifies that this is a require-
ment for serious and above areas after January 1, 1995. Although none of the Ohio nonat-
tainrnent areas meet this requirement, Ohio decided that reconciling the HPMS generated data
and the model generated data was merited. ODOT, OEPA, and the MPOS discussed whether
the calibration should be based upon differences in emissions or on differences in VMT. The
group decided that the emissions were the pertinent factor and therefore used the emissions
difference for the calibration.

Ohio’s factoring process compares the 1990 baseline emission inventories from the SIP
with the 1990 baseline emissions from the urban model. A simple ratio calculating the
percentage difference between the 1990 HPMS-generated emissions and the model
emissions establishes the calibration factor. This factor is then applied to the Plan and
TIP amlysis scenarios to compare those emissions to the emissions in the redesigmtion
plans, 15% plans, or Attainment demonstrations.

This process is used for the nomttainment area geography covered by an urban model,
For geography not covered by an urban model, the HPMS data is used to directly
calculate emissions.

1990 HPMS
1990 Model = Calibration Factor



Emission Analysis From The Non-Modeled Portion Of The EDATA Area

Conformity determinations for the EDATAnonattainment area use a combination of the
urban model and non-model analysis procedures to determine the emission burdens for
the entire nonattainment area. The specific combination used is determined by the
geographic coverage of the area’s model. All of Mahoning County and two-thirds of
Trumbull County are covered by a transportation model which is used to perform the
emissions analysis. For the one-third of Trumbull County which is not covered by this
model, the emissions analysis was calculated using the 1990 Highway Performance
Monitoring System (HPMS) data. The total emissions burden generated from the
modeled portion of Trumbull County is factored to reconcile the model result with the
HPMS data from which the inventories were developed. The calibration factors ap-
plied to the 2005 model results to obtain the non-modeled area burden were; one-third
of the 13.235 tons per day for HC and one-third of the 11.296 tons per day for NOX.
Consideration given to the one-third HPMS of Trumbull County not in the model in-
creases the areawide total of HC emissions by 4.411 tons per day and the NOXemis-
sions by 3.765 tons per day in 2005.

The modeled portion of the nomttainrnent area accommodates all capacity adding
projects that will influence air quality amlysis. There are no capacity adding projects
identified for construction in the current TIP/LRTP amlysis for the non-modeled area.

Regionally significant, non-federal projects that affect air quality.

During the FY96 TIP development process the Ohio Turnpike Commission (OTC)
initiated action to add a third lane in the median strip of 180 from Youngstown to
Toledo Ohio. The announcement fell concurrently with the Office of Technical Services efforts
to conduct EDATA’s air quality amlyses and therefore was not reflected in the air quality
amlysis. For the FY97 TIP process, the OTC project has been included with the EDATA area
projects amlyzed for Air Quality Conformity as shown in Table E-1 at the end of this Appen-
dix.

MAH-CH151 (South Avenue) is another non-federally funded project that has been
submitted for air quality conformity amlysis (Table E-1). This improvement to widen South
Avenue to two and a half lanes in each direction from US224 to Afton Avenue was open to
traffic in December, 1995. The major source of fmncing for this improvement was secured
from the Local Transportation Improvement Program (LTIP) funds of the District Six Public
Works Integrating Committee-Infrastructure Improvement Program.

How the Plan and/or TIP conforms to the requirements of the baseline and action test
and/or the budget test.

The travel demand model has been used by ODOT for the Youngstown urbanized area to
perform the TIP/LRP milestone year analysis required under the Final Conformity Rule. Based
on U.S. EPA’s action to redesignate the area’s marginal non-attainment status to attainment for
ozone, model comparisons of the build/no build scenarios are no longer required. The 2005
budgets that are provided for the Youngstown area in the SIP revision are the only transporta-
tion conformity budgets established by the maintenance plan for this area. There are no trans-
portation conformity budgets set for the interim years.

The 1990 “attainment year” mobile source emission inventory for the Mahoning-
Trumbull Air Quality Management Area has been established at 48.98 tons per summer
day of VOC and 29.87 ton per summer day of NOX. The 2005 action network, built
from the 1990 validated network, includes all projects documented in the TIP/LRP and
all regionally significant capacity adding projects regardless of funding source that are



expected to be on-ground by the year 2005. To arrive at the 2005 network emission burden,
2005 trips flagged for No Stage II Vapor Recovery System (VRS), No Inspection Maintenance
(1/M), and No Anti-Tampering Program (ATP).

CMAQ5A was developed and written by Charles R. Gebhardt of the Office of Techni-
cal Service, Ohio Department of Transportation. For air quality conformity analysis,
the program uses emission factors from Mobile5A, Mobile Source Emission Factor
Model, distributed by the United States Environmental Protection Agency, Office of
Air and Radiation, Office of Mobile Sources, Emission Control Technology
Division, Test and Evaluation branch and calculates vehicle miles of travel to estimate
the pollutant burden associated with HC, CO, and NOX.

The total Hydrocarbon (HC) pollutant burden as an output of the model is based on the
summation of total Hourly Exhaust plus Evaporative plus Refueling emissions in tons
per summer day. The Nitrous Oxide (NOX) pollutant burden is derived from the total
hourly Exhaust NOX in tons per summer day. Total Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) is a
calculation based on the summation of hourly HC Freeway (FWY) VMT plus HC
Surface Arterials (SA) VMT.

Factors for HC, NOX, and VMT are based on 1990 Highway Performance Monitoring
System (HPMS) emission results (HC =40.94 TPD, NOX=25. 13 TPD,
VMT=8,704,505) divided by the 1990 modeled emission results (HC =41.58 TPD,
NOX=33.301 TPD, VMT =9,238,925). The 2005 unadjusted model results were
multiplied by the HPMS Adjustment Factor (rounded to 3 places).

The upper two layers of townships in Trumbull County (Mesopotamia, Bloomfield,
Greene Gustavus, Kinsman, Farmington, Bristol, Mecca, Johnson, and Vernon) that
are predominantly rural and outside of the urban area are not included in the EDATA
model. The non-model area’s pollutant burden and VMT in the out-year are calculated
by multiplying Trumbull County’s modeled emissions and VMT by 0.3333. The
HPMS adjusted model results and non-modeled area results are added to establish total
emissions for the 2005 EDATA TIP/LRP Area Action Plan. The 2005 emissions
burden for both HC and NOX are less than the established budgets and meet the trans-
portation conformity test.

Table 13 summarizes EDATA’s FY1997 - FY2000 TIP/LRP Air Quality Conformity
findings. At the end of this Appendix is the required air quality data input and output
files generated for the analysis.



TABLE E-1

TRANSPORTATIONIMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM

Fiscal Year 1997 to 2000
ProjectsAnalyzed for Air Quality Conformity



TABLE E-1

AIRTIP97 EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY - TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM Page
AM1

Pc TF
)RO Yu
“0s PN
,JT ED

E s
c o
T F

DOO’a)

1500 NH
NH
NH
s
s
s

335 STP
;m?
?m

L
L
L

3724 STP
(MPC

2000 STP
(MPC

11500 DP
DP
STP

[MPC
NH~

DESC RIPTI
P FEDERAL FUND USE BY
H PHASE FOR FEDERAL PRO Su AR RR
h JECTS, STATE FUND USE AP DE EE
s FOR NON-FEDERAL FG Oc Ss
E PROJECTS ER o u/

TA LN RR
(000’s} YD AS FE

E NT /H
1997 1999 2000 ER a

P 1200
R N
c N
P 300
R N
c N

P N x
q,:~ 36

P N
R 9
c

c 2979 x

c 1600 1600 x

1040 x
: 960
c 1200
c
c 5400

-~

R
E
s
T
A
R
E
A

M
I
s
c
E
L
L

x

w
A
P

N
u
M
B

i

Z6

16

22

23

7

—

L
E
N
a
T
H

—

~

N
E
w

c
o
N
s

P

L!
#

c
o
u
N
T
Y

s

E
T

A
N

—

2.6(
4.0(

s
P
o
N
s
o
RLOCATION ANDTERMINIAIR

AIE 199B

—
I

1212:

A

:OL
fiAH

;R14F
;R14F

6.50 US62(YOUNGSTOWN SALEMROAD)TO MAH.CO.
LINE; FROMCOL. CO.LINETOSR1 1
CONSTRUCT NEW 4LANE LIMITED ACCESS ROAD
ONNEWLOCATION

●

1997
●

2000
●

I PROGRAMMED FOR “PE” ONLY

I0.16 YOUNGSTOWN-RECONSTRUCT AND WIDEN
ROADWAY FROM WOODSTREETTO LINCOLN
AVENUE T05LANES

424

A

hAH ‘IFTH
$VENUE ‘NGST.

232

58IMPOSTPR&C

1430

A

fiAH :H32 IWESTERN RESERVE ROAD (PHASE1) -GLENWOOD
AVENUE TOIR6B0 -RECONSTRUCTION,
TURNING LANES, DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS
#116-95

flAH.CC

WESTERN RESERVE ROAD(PHASE2) -FROM
TIPPECANOEROAD TO GLENWOODAVENUE -
RECONSTRUCTION ANDTURNINGLANES
#1 16-95

1459

A

?H32
flAH.CC ●

—

14.6’
O.m

16.BI

3.37 CH16TO0.2BMILE SOUTHOFIRBO;
WEBBROADTO SALT SPRINGS ROAD
WIDENING #034-92

1067

A

MA*
rRU

SR46
SR46
SR46

;TATE ●

● PROJECT ESTIMATED OPEN TO TRAFFIC YEAR
● C PROJECT PREVIOUSLY INCLUDED ON 1995 TIP BUILD NETWORK FOR FY96 TIP AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS



TABLE E-1 (CONTINUED)

AIRTIP97 EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY - TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRJ page
AM2

>ES~ QN OF Wo RK
T P c

M P s L
TF P FEDERAL FUND USE BY

A : :
Yu H PHASE FOR FEDERAL PR Su AR RR N R B M s

T;S PN A JECTS, STATE FUND US AP DE EE E E R I
P A u u E ; T ED s FOR NON-FEDERAL

# N
FG DC Ss w s I s

T T a :
:

N E
s E PROJECTS N

c o
; A

:: 18 :; c : ; :
;

i
F

AIR N
(000’a)

LOCATION AND TERMINI
YD AS FE o R E L :

(0:0s)
B AIE

E NT IH N E s L R
1997 199B 1999 2000

E
ER B s A

25 4239 MAH US62F 4.36 4.28 0.42 MILES EAST OF 12TH STREET INTERCHANGE 11666 NH P x
TO 0.52 MILES WEST OF SR14 - NEW

x 6
NH R

CONSTRUCTION
632

NH c
STATE

A s P x
s R 15B
s c

13 9566 MAH US62F 0.s4 6.4s YOUNGSTOWN - ALBERT STREET TO TRUMBULL
TRU US62F

48000 HDP P
0.00 COUNTY LINE, MAHONING COUNTY LINE TO IRBO

x
HDP R

A
3600

HUBBARD EXPRESSWAY #058-91 HDP c
STATE

NH P
NH R 3900
NH c
s P
s R 2500
s c

16 1224s MAH US62 18.35 0.75 YOUNGSTOWN - WICK AVENUE FROM WOOD 1370 STP P N x
STREET TO 300’ NORTH OF MCGUFFEY ROAD - : m?’ “%.

o

A
400

WIDEN/REALIGN INTERSECTION #025-B9 ~y: Lg.
YNGST.

696
P N

MR)S7PR&C R 100
k c 174

24 4089 STA US62F 39.18 5.4s SR225 TO 0.42 MILES EAST OF 12TH STREET - 29300 NH P x
MAH US62F 0.00 NEW CONSTRUCTION (PHASE 1)

x
NH R

A
1600

NH c
STATE

s P x
s R 400
s c

9 6080 MAH IR80 0.97 1.17 REPLACE TWO BRIDGES OVER MEANDER 24550 IM P x
RESERVOIR WITH CAUSEWAY AND TWO SHORT

x 2
IM R N

A BRIDGES, WIDEN TO 6 LANES IM c
STATE

:!1600
s
s ; i 250
s c 2400

10 110s4 MAH IR80 6.05 4.73 UPGRADE ROADWAY TO INCLUDE WIDENING AND 51200 lM c !1195
REPLACEMENT OF PAVEMENT TO 6 LANES, WIDEN

x 11
NH c

A
9460

11 BRIOGES -EAST OF IR6BOT0 1. OMILE EAST OF
STATE

GIRARD EAST CORP. LIMIT

● 2001
● *

● 2005
● ,

●1997
● *

‘ 2001
● *

● 2000
● ,

● 2001
● *

● PROJECT ESTIMATEO OPEN TO TRAFFIC YEAR
● . pRoJEcT F$REvlousLy INcLUDED ON 1995 TIP BUILD NETWORK FOR FY96 TIP AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS



w
A
P

N
u
M
B
E
L

B

m

lB

21

17

12

TABLE E-1 (CONTINUED)

AIRTIP97 EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY - TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAF page

P
:

A u
# N

T
Y

*IR
ME

9016 MAH

A

MAH

A

MAb

A

4340 MA}

A

422 9 MA}

A

138 6 MAI
TRU

A

R801
;R4S

:HIS1

:H151

JS224

SH313

SR711
SR711

s L
E
c k
T o

A i
N LOCATION AND TERMINI

I I

3.s1 0.73 0.5 MILE EAST OF SR46 TO 0.S MILE WEST OF SR46
6.07 -RECONSTRUCTION OF OF lRSO/SR4S iNTER-

CHANGE AREA

SOUTH AVENUE (PHASE 2) WESTERN RESERVE
ROAD TO PRESIDENTIAL DRIVE - WIDENING ANO
SAFETY UPGRADE. DRAINAGE

SOUTH AVENUE (PHASE 1) MIDLOTHIAN
BOULEVARD TO NORTH OF MATHEWS ROAO -
WIDENING AND SAFETY UPGRADE, DRAINAGE

!0. 70 0.00 US224 AT RIVERSIOE DRIVE IN POLAND -
INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS
#ols-so

MPOS7PP&C

0.43 1.10 YOUNGSTOWN - REPLACE CENTER STREET
BRIDGE; IMPROVE SHIRLEY ROAD FROM POLAND
AVENUE TO HOMEWOOD AVENUE; IMPROVE
POLAND AVENUE/POWERSWAY/CENTER STREET
INTERSECTION
#023-S5, #021-8G

0.00 3.09 IR6601SR711 INTERCHANGE TO IRSOISR11
0.00 CONSTRUCT INTERCHANGE & FOUR LANE LIMITED

ACCESS HIGHWAY #075-S2

P c TF
IRO Yu
‘0s PN
,JT ED

E s
c o

F
Q&a)

S675 IM
IM
IM
s
s
s

2563 STP
(MPO)

2405 STP
(MPD)

126 ‘SW;
STP

:.~~

L
L
L

20500 DPU
DPU
OPU
HDP
HOP
HOP
BR
BR
6R
L
L
L

31200 STP
STP
STP

s
s
s

‘EOERAL FUND USE BY
‘HASE FOR FEDERAL PF
)ECTS, STATE FUNO US
‘OR NON-FEOERAL
~ROJECTS

(000’s)

1997 1996 1999 200(

u
u

u

192,

z!
M

(
N

N
N
M

N
N
N

62:
25(

2050

75

19

3200

I 000
2950

3350

3000
400(

5$
f

f
(

:
,!
I1

F

x

x

x

x

M
I

:
E
L
L

—

s

:
N

:
R

;TATE

dAH.C(

rlAH.C(

‘OLAN[

flAH.C(

;TATE

‘2001
,*

‘ 2000
,.

‘ 2005
,,

* 1998
,*

‘ 199s
,*

‘ 2001
● *

● PROJECT ESTIMATED OPEN TO TRAFFIC YEAR
,, PROJECT PREV1OUSLY lNCLUOED ON 1995 TIP BUILD NETWORK FOR FY96 TIP AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS



TABLE E-1 (CONTINUED)

AIRTIP97 EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY - TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM Page
AT4

c
o
u
N
T
Y

‘RU
‘RU

‘RU

“RU

‘RU

Ez
JR
)E
)C

o
N

is
iT
:R

P
H
A
s
E

P
R
@
P
R
&
P
R
c
c

p
R
b
P
R
c

P
R
c
P
R
c

p
R
5
P
R
c

~

N
E
w

c
o
N
s

x

~

B
R
I
D
G
E
s

1

(

1

c

M
I
s
c
E
L
L

K

=

?R
EE
;s
UI
lR
FE
IH

B

E
R
E
s
T
A
R
E
A

rpc
)Ra
ros
\Jl

E
c
T

000s1

TF
vu
PN
ED
s

)
F

—

NH

%2
STP
STP
m

L
L
L
s

FEDERAL FUND USE BY
PHASE FOR FEOERAL PRO-
JECTS, STATE FUND USE
FOR NON-FEDERAL
PROJECTS

(000’s1

1997 1998 1999 200(

M
A
P

N
u
M
B

i

3

—

1

—

2

—

6

P
I
D
#

R
o
u
T
E

s
E
c
T
I
o
N

L
E
N
G
T
H

LOCATION AND TERMINI

s
P
o
N
s
o
RAIR

A/E

—

415s

A

iUMMIT ST
;R45 I0.31 WARREN - US422 TO MAHONING AVE. (SR45) -

0.30 WIDEN ROAD AND REPLACE STRUCTURE
4410 x

x
211a

x
x

877
x
x

346
4oa

1996
●

1998 +
.

1998
●

2000
●

7.9[ RU.CO
VARRE#023-64

I
MPO SIP& TRANSFER C

—

—

—

—

x

—

—

—

—

x

—

—

—

WI
STP
WR

L
L
s

21B[

A

16.4( 0.82 CORTLAND - SOUTH HIGH STREET - SR46 NORTH
TO WALNUT CREEK BRIDGE -
RECONSTRUCTION/TURNING LANE #096-91

200C x
N

x
N

ORT-
ANO140(

36(IMPOS7PP&C

—

6B3!

A

12.6( 0.50 SR11 AT KING GRAVES ROAD
CONSTRUCT INTERCHANGE #074-72

26S0 NH
NH
NH
s
s
s

x

x

40(
160(

10(
40[

TATE

$TtE
~TP
w:
L
L
L

419:

A

:H2B
U8BETTS
:ORNERS
UICK RD.

EAST OF SR11 TO MAHONING COUNTY LINE
SOUTH ON LOGANWAY WICK AVENUE
SAFETY UPGRADE, INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS

1ooa 80
N

20
N

RU.CO
72(

IMPOSTPP

—

● PROJECT ESTIMATEO OPEN TO TRAFFIC
● ● pRoJEcT previously lNcLuoED oN 1995 TIP BUILD NETWORK FOR FY96 AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS





x
xx

x
x

unznfn
l->n

w
O

u

..
-IU

Z
C

91-X
E

V
o
>
z
l
-
>

a
a

a



MAHONING AND TRUMBULL COUNTIES
FY 1997-2000 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY ANALYSIS
----- ---- __r 1

I I
1

-+-7Map E-2

I

I

:
I
I
1

I
I
I
I

LEGEND

Widening Projects

--’
I
I

YMmsME
“ 1

1
IA

-m

H

Intersection Improvements
I ,

Propoced Facilities

Proposed Interchange

I ,/’ CwwdKl lP’- 11 .-II ..} /4 .“
n

1 v ; \ 1

) ......

@ 9

Ga I
1

(

I I H
-0n

2aKi-
r-

1
------

:

ER.E?AREO BY:

EASTOAIZ DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY



TRANSPORTATIONIMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM

Fiscal Year 1997 to 2000
Air Quality Input and Output Data



I NPUT VALUES
INPW17.WKI

123456789~1234567 89~123456789i1234 56789z123456789~l 23456789; 123456789~ 123456789;

: ~, TR~R&OUNTY HPMS VMT EXPANDED AND FUTURE YEAR POLLUTANT BURDENS ESTI MATED

I q; TqU~~ULl!6~~~fifY ~~

1. 029 1. 027 1. 024 1. 023 1. 032 1. 000 1.010 1.019 1. 017 1.011 1.010
1 007
307470 231700 412480 428700 52450 393430 352840 394110 818540
:34..:0 815270

624340

1. 650 1. 817 1. 970
2: 950

2. 236 2. 380 1.651 1. 715 3. 063 2. 960 2. 938

4. 332 3. 404 2. 061 2. 123 1. 904 1. 659 2.018 1. 736 1. 630 1. 842
1. 578

1. 651

1. 241 1. 334 1. 462 1. 585 1. 805 1. 919 1, 336 1. 381 2. 490 2. 429 2.411
2. 420
3. 089 2. 457 1. 655 1. 667 1. 566 1. 420 1. 631 1, 461 1. 381 1. 506
1. 347

1. 388

01 I NTERSTATE
02 PRINCIPAL ARTERIAL
06 Ml NOR ARTERI AL
07 MAJOR ARTERI AL
~~ ~lNl! COLLECTOR

11 I NTERSTATE
12 FREE WAYI EXPRESSWAY
14 PRINCIPAL ARTERIAL
16 Ml NOR AR TERI AL
17 COLLECTOR
19 LOCAL

N O T E : Unable to photo COPY computer print-out due to light print quality. Input Values have been
entered into a spread shaet format. Computer hard copy IS on file at EDATA offices.

SOURCE: ODOT OFFICE OF TECHNICAL SERVICES; PREPARED BY EDATA



TRUMBULL COUNTY

FUNCTIONAL
CLASSIFICATION

RURAL
01 INTERSTATE
02 PRINCIPAL ARTERIAL
06 MINOR ARTERIAL
07 MAJOR ARTERIAL
08 MINOR COLLECTOR
09 LOCAL

URBAN
11 INTERSTATE
12 FREEWAY/EXPRESSWAY
14PRINCIPAL ARTERIAL
16MINOR ARTERIAL
17 COLLECTOR
19LOCAL

TOTAL

TRUMBULL COUNTY

FUNCTIONAL
CLASSIFICATION

RURAL
01 INTERSTATE
02 PRINCIPAL ARTERIAL
06 MINOR ARTERIAL
07 MAJOR ARTERIAL
08 MINOR COLLECTOR
09 LOCAL

URBAN
11 INTERSTATE
12 FREEWAYIEXPRESSWAY
14 PRINCIPAL ARTERIAL
16MINOR ARTERIAL
17 COLLECTOR
19 LOCAL

TOTAL

YEAR

HPMS
1990
VMT

307470
231700
412480
428700

52450
393430

352840
394110
818540
624340
234250
815270

5065580

YEAR

HPMS
2005
VMT

307470
231700
412480
428700

52450
393430

352840
394110
818540
624340
234250
815270

5065580

1997

GROWTH
FACTOR
PER YEAR

1.029
1.027
1.024
1.023
1,032
1.000

1.010
1.019
1.017
1.011
1.010
1.007

1997
VMT

369886
275491
481776
497720

64198
393430

377538
446526
915946
672414
250647
855218

5600790

2005

GROWTH
FACTOR 2005
PER YEAR VMT

1.029 441219
1.027 325538
1.024 560973
1.023 576601
1.032 77625
1.000 393430

1.010 405765
1.019 506431
1.017 1027267
1.011 727356
1.010 269387
1.007 900873

6212465

Voc
1997 POLLUTANT 1997

VOC EF BURDEN NOX EF
GN/Ml TONSIDAY GMIMI

1.554 0.634 4.332
1.650 0.501 3.404
1.817 0.965 2.061
1.970 1.081 2.123
2.236 0.158 1.904
2.380 1.032 1.659

1.651 0.687 2.018
1,715 0.844 1,736
3.063 3.093 1.630
2.960 2.194 1.842
2.938 0.812 1.651
2.950 2.781 1.578

14.781

Voc
2005 POLLUTANT 2005

VOC EF BURDEN NOX EF
GNIMI TONS/DAY GM/Ml

1.241 0.604 3.089
1.334 0.479 2.457
1.462 0.904 1.655
1.585 1.007 1.687
1.805 0.154 1.566
1.919 0.832 1.420

1.336 0.598 1.631
1.381 0.771 1.461
2.490 2.820 1.381
2.429 1.948 1.506
2.411 0.716 1.388
2.420 2.403 1.347

13.235

NOTE: Unable to photo copy computer print-out due to light print quality. Input Values have been
entered into a spread sheet format. Computer hard copy is on file at EDATA offices.

TRUM7.WK1

NOX
POLLUTAN

BURDEN
TONS/DAY

1.766
1.034
1.095
1.165
0.135
0.719

0.840
0.854
1,646
1.365
0.456
1.488

12.563

NOX
POLLUTAN

BURDEN
TONS/DAY

1.502
0.882
1.023
1.072
0.134
0.616

0.730
0.816
1.564
1.207
0.412
1.338

11.296

SOURCE: ODOT OFFICE OF TECHNICAL SERVICES; PREPARED BY EDATA



CMAQ5AN WASDEVELOPEDANDWRITTEN BY CHARLES R. GEBHARM’
OF THE BUREAU OF TECHNICAL SERVICES
OHIO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

FOR CONGESTION MANAGEMENT, THE PROGRAM ESTIMATES THE VEHICLE HOURS OF TRAVEL, THE LEVEL OF SERVICE
( IN TERMS OF MILES, VEHICLE MILES, VEHICLE HOURS AND AVERAGE SPEED ), THE VEHICLE DELAY AND
PERsoN DELAY BY FuxwcTIow CLASSIFICATION Axm HOUR OF THE DAY IN THE CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT (cBD),
CENTRAL CITY, SUBURBAN AND TOTAL AREAS.

FOR AIR QUALITY, THB PROGRAM USES EMISSION FACTORS FROM MOBILE5A: MOBILE SOURCE EMISSION FACTOR MODEL
DISTRIBUTED BY: UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENGY

OFFICE OF AIR AND RADIATION
OFFICE OF MOBILE SOURCES

EMISSION CONTROL TECHNOLOGY DIVISION
TEST AND EVALUATION BRANCH

AND THB CAXKULATED VEHICLE MILES OF TRAVEL TO ESTIMATE TliE POLLUTANT BURDEN ASSOCIATED WITH HC, CO AND NOX.



PROGRAM CONTROL RECORDS

1 2 4
l---5----o----5----o----5----;----5----o----5_-__:-_--5--_-;----5----;----5----:
ID;CMAQ5ANS YOUNGSTOWN 2005 LRP BUILD NETWORK WITH 2005 TRIPS 03MAY96 CRG
ID,TIP TIME PERIOD 1997-2000
ID,USING YOU05R2_LRP_FY97 .LNX YOUTP.GRD YOU_EF05NIM_M5AN0.FAC
ID,USING YOUAREA.DAT YOUINT05.DAT
CONTR, AQ
OPTION,PCTDIR=T ,AREAXY=T, CENT=T,HSPEED=T
FUNC-1,1,2
FUNC-2,3, ,0,4,5,6,7,8,9
FUNC-3,R
PAR,716
AREAXY-1,250800,251200,52600,52800
ARP.AXY-2,250700,251300, 52500,52900
AREAXY-3,240300,255000,44000. 63000
INTEF,1.615,0.423,0.043, 0.352,0.191,27.505,1.435, 1,1
ID,USING FREEWAY SPEEDS ASSOCIATED WITH THE NEW HIGHWAY CAPACITY MANUAL
ID,FACTORS FOR RANP & STEADY STATE SPEEDS ARE NOT APPLIED TO MOBILE 5A EMISSION
ID,FACTORS. MAXIMUM SPEED IS 57 MPH. SPEEDS CLOSELY RELATE TO THE SPEEDS
ID,USED IN THE SIP.
SPVC-11,57,57,57,57,57,57,57,57, 57,57,57,54.8
SPVC-11,53,52.5,51.8,50 .4,48,32,15,15,15, 15,15, 15
SPVC-21,57,57,57,57,57, 57,57,57,57,57,57,54.8
SPVC-21,53,52.5,51.8,50.4, 48,32,15,15,15,15,15,15
SPVC-31,57,57,57,57,57, 57,57,57,57,57,57, 54.8
SPVC-31,53,52 .5,51.8, 50.4,48,32,15,15,15,15, 15,15
FCFAC-1., 1.,1.,1.,1.,1.,1.,1.,45 .



LISTING OF DATA TAELES

SUBSCRIPTS-------------_--:----:----:----:----:----:-_--:----:----:----:---::-_-::---:f---::---::---::---::---::---::---::---::---::---::---::

PCTADT
(A,F,HR--- )

1,1
.-

2
2,1

2
3,1

2
4,1

2

l.b U.Y U.7 0.6 U.6 1.5 4.8 7.6 6.3 4.8 4.5 4.6 4.7 5.(J
1.4 0.8 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.4 4.0 6.9 5.9 4.6 4.7 5.1 5.5

>.Y 1.4 8.s U.u !J.5 4.3 3.5 3.3 3.0 2.6
5.5 6.1 7.3 8.2 7.9 5.7 4.9 4.0 3.3 2.9 2.4

1.6 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.6 1.5 4.8 7.6 6.3 4.8 4.5 4.6 4.7 5.0 5.9 7.4 8.3 8.0 5.5 4.3 3.5 3.3 3.0 2.6
1.4 0.8 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.4 4.0 6.9 5.9 4.6 4.7 5.1 5.5 5.5 6.1 7.3 8.2 7.9 5.7 4.9 4.0 3.3 2.9 2.4
1.6 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.6 1.5 4.8 7.6 6.3 4.8 4.5 4.6 4.7 5.0 5.9 7.4 8.3 8.0 5.5 4.3 3.5 3.3 3.0 2.6
1.4 0.8 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.4 4.0 6.9 5.9 4.6 4.7 5.1 5.5 5.5 6.1 7.3 8.2 7.9 5.7 4.9 4.0 3.3 2.9 2.4
1.6 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.6 1.5 4.8 7.6 6.3 4.8 4.5 4.6 4.7 5.0 5.9 7.4 8.3 8.0 5.5 4.3 3.5 3.3 3.0 2.6
1.4 0.8 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.4 4.0 6.9 5.9 4.6 4.7 5.1 5.5 5.5 6.1 7.3 8.2 7.9 5.7 4.9 4.0 3.3 2.9 2.4

PCTDIR
(A,F,HR---
1,1

2
2,1

2
3,1

2
4,1

2

FACTIONVC
(F,VC--- )

1
2

SPEEDVC
(A,F,VC---

1,1
2
3

2,1
2
3

3,1
2
3

4,1
2
3

)
44.0 44.0 50.0 52.0 58.0 66.0 66.0 60.0 58.0 54.0 48.0 48.0 48.0 50.0 52.0 44.0 38.0 40.0 44.0 46.0 50.0 52.0 52.0 50.0
48.0 48.0 46.0 48.0 54.0 64.0 62.0 62.0 62.0 58.0 54.0 54.0 52.0 52.0 52.0 48.0 44.0 40.0 46.0 50.0 50.0 48.0 48.0 50.0
38.0 40.0 40.0 46.0 56.0 64.0 70.0 70.0 68.0 62.0 58.0 52.0 52.0 52.0 50.0 46.0 38.0 38.0 46.0 52.0 46.0 42.0 42.0 40.0
44.0 46.0 44.0 48.0 54.0 62.0 66.0 68.0 64.0 56.0 54.0 52.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 46.0 40.0 38.0 46.0 52.0 48.0 46.0 46.0 46.0
44.0 46.0 48.0 54.0 60.0 68.0 68.0 64.0 58.0 54.0 52.0 50.0 50.0 52.0 52.0 48.0 42.0 40.0 44.0 48.0 48.0 44.0 46.0 44.0
40.0 42.0 44.0 48.0 58.0 66.0 72.0 68.0 60.0 56.0 54.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 46.0 40.0 38.0 46.0 50.0 46.0 44.0 44.0 44.0
42.0 43.0 46.0 52.0 58.0 66.0 68.0 65.0 61.0 56.0 53.0 50.0 50.0 51.0 51.0 46.0 39.0 40.0 45.0 49.0 48.0 46.0 47.0 45.0
44.0 46.0 45.0 48.0 55.0 64.0 66.0 66.0 62.0 57.0 54.0 52.0 51.0 51.0 51.0 47.0 42.0 40.0 46.0 51.0 49.0 46.0 46.0 47.0

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.91 0.87 0.82 0.78 0.73 0.69 0.66 0.62 0.52 0.38 0.31 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.90 0.85 0.80 0.73 0.67 0.62 0.55 0.52 0.49 0.45 0.26 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17

)
57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 54.8 53.0 52.5 51.8 50.4 48.0 32.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0
25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 23.8 22.5 21.2 20.0 18.9 17.5 16.6 15.7 14.8 13.6 10.8 9.2 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0
29.0 28.0 27.5 27.0 25.9 25.5 25.0 24.0 23.0 22.0 21.0 20.5 19.5 18.5 15.5 12.0 10.0 8.0 6.0 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5
57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 54.8 53.0 52.5 51.8 50.4 48.0 32.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0
30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 28.5 27.0 25.5 24.5 22.0 20.0 18.5 16.6 15.7 14.8 13.6 10.8 9.2 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0
29.0 28.0 27.5 27.0 25.9 25.5 25.0 24.0 23.0 22.0 21.0 20.5 19.5 18.5 15.5 12.0 10.0 8.0 6.0 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5
57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 54.8 53.0 52.5 51.8 50.4 48.0 32.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0
35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 33.0 31.0 29.5 27.5 25.0 23.7 22.5 18.6 17.7 16.8 13.6 10.8 9.2 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0
29.0 28.0 27.5 27.0 25.9 25.5 25.0 24.0 23.0 22.0 21.0 20.5 19.5 18.5 15.5 12.0 10.0 8.0 6.0 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5
62.5 62.5 62.5 62.5 59.5 56.5 54.5 52.3 50.3 48.3 46.4 44.8 42.8 41.0 35.8 28.0 24.1 19.6 15.5 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0
32.0 32.0 32.0 32.0 28.8 27.2 25.8 24.4 22.3 20.8 19.5 17.3 16.4 15.5 13.6 10.8 9.2 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0
29.0 28.0 27.5 27.0 25.9 25.5 25.0 24.0 23.0 22.0 21.0 20.5 19.5 18.5 15.5 12.0 10.0 8.0 6.0 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5



LISTING OF DATA TABLES

SUBSCRIPTS ~ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
------ ------- -------- ------ ----------------- ------ ----------- ------ -------------- ------ ------- ------ ----------- ------ ------ ------ ---

SPEEDHR
(A,F,HR--- )
1,1

2
2,1

2
3,1

2
4,1

2

59.0 59.0 59.0 59.0 59.0 59.0 57.0 53.0 53.0 55.0 55.0 54.0 54.0 53.0 53.0 52.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 52.0 53.0 55.0 57.0 59.0
21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 14.5 14.5 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 14.5 14.5 14.5 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0
59.0 59.0 59.0 59.0 59.0 59.0 57.0 53.0 53.0 55.0 55.0 54.0 54.0 53.0 53.0 52.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 52.0 53.0 55.0 57.0 59.0
28.3 28.3 28.3 28.3 28.3 28.3 28.3 15.0 15.0 28.3 28.3 28.3 28.3 28.3 28.3 15.0 15.0 15.0 28.3 28.3 28.3 28.3 28.3 28.3
59.0 59.0 59.0 59.0 59.0 59.0 57.0 53.0 53.0 55.0 55.0 54.0 54.0 53.0 53.0 52.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 52.0 53.0 55.0 57.0 59.0
32.0 32.0 32.0 32.0 32.0 32.0 32.0 23.0 23.0 32.0 32.0 32.0 32.0 32.0 32.0 23.0 23.0 23.0 32.0 32.0 32.0 32.0 32.0 32.0
59.0 59.0 59.0 59.0 59.0 59.0 57.0 53.0 53.0 55.0 55.0 54.0 54.0 53.0 53.0 52.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 52.0 53.0 55.0 57.0 59.0
25.0 25.0 25.025.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 17.0 17.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 17.0 17.0 17.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0

HDGV
(A,F,HR--- )
1,1 1.7 2.5 2.6 3.0 2.4 1.1 0.5 0.4 0.6 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.7 0.8 0.8 1.0 1.2

2 3.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.o 3.0
2,1 1.7 2.5 2.6 3.0 2.4 1.1 0.5 0.4 0.6 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.7 0.8 0.8 1.0 1.2

2 3.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
3,1 1.7 2.5 2.6 3.0 2.4 1.1 0.5 0.4 0.6 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.7 0.8 0.8 1.0 1.2

2 3.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

HDDV
(A,F,HR--- )

1,1 18.6 27.4 29.1 33.7 27.1 12.7 6.2 4.7 6.8 9.2 9.8 9.6 9.3 8.8 7.6 6.1 4.9 4.4 5.8 7.7 8.8 9.0 10.9 13.0
2 5.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 5.0 5.0

2,1 18.6 27.4 29.1 33.7 27.1 12.7 6.2 4.7 6.8 9.2 9.8 9.6 9.3 8.8 7.6 6.1 4.9 4.4 5.8 7.7 8.8 9.0 10.9 13.0
2 5.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 5.0 5.0

3,1 18.6 27.4 29.1 33.7 27.1 12.7 6.2 4.7 6.8 9.2 9.8 9.6 9.3 8.8 7.6 6.1 4.9 4.4 5.8 7.7 8.8 9.0 10.9 13.0
2 5.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 5.0 5.0



LISTING OF DATA TABLES

SUBSCRIPTS 0123 45 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
------- ------- ----------- ------- ------- ---------------------------- -------- ------- ---------- ------------ ------- --------- ------- -----

HIGH SPD
SAVC
(A,vc----- )“

1 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 23.8 22.5 21.2 20.0 18.9 17.5 16.6 15.7 14.8 13.6 10.8 9.2 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0
2 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 38.0 36.0 34.0 32.0 30.0 28.0 26.0 23.2 20.4 17.6 14.8 12.0 9.2 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0
3 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 48.0 46.0 44.0 42.0 40.0 38.0 36.0 32.1 28.2 24.4 20.6 16.8 13.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0

HIGH BASE SPD
SAHSP
(A,HR----- )
1 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 22.0 22.0 23.8 23.8 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 21.2 20.0 20.0 22.0 24.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
2 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 30.0 30.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0
3 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 38.0 38.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 38.0 ~8.O 38.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0

1 1.50 1.44 1.41 1.41 1.39 1.35 1.28 1.27 1.24 1.37 1.45 1.47 1.47 1.50 1.48 1.45 1.38 1.45 1.53 1.82 1.79 1.79 1.72 1.70
2 1.50 1.44 1.41 1.41 1.39 1.35 1.28 1.27 1.24 1.37 1.45 1.47 1.47 1.50 1.48 1.45 1.38 1.45 1.53 1.82 1.79 1.79 1.72 1.70
3 1.50 1.44 1.41 1.41 1.39 1.35 1.28 1.27 1.24 1.37 1.45 1.47 1.47 1.50 1.48 1.45 1.38 1.45 1.53 1.82 1.79 1.79 1.72 1.70
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CMAQ5ANS YOUNGSTOWN 2005 LRP BUILD NETWORK WITH 2005 TRIPS 03MA

VEHICLE MILES OF TRAVEL AND POLLUTANT BURDEN BY HOUR OF DAY

VMT
Hc

FwY

60107

33765

26262

22495

22455

56339

180489

285839

236919

180507

169198

173059

176817

188022

221869

278310

312173

300878

206814

161677

131584

124071

112774

97730

SA

103421

59093

36869

36893

36797

103353

295369

509411

435665

339631

347007

376550

406173

406173

450361

538990

605386

583270

420861

361760

295405

243669

214128

177204

VNT
co

FwY

55649

31272

24310

20817

20809

52169

167122

264656

219364

167126

156644

160235

163723

174084

205443

257671

289039

278566

191512

149702

121844

114855

104421

90500

SA

95657

54705

34117

34128

34083

95698

273505

471800

403357

314528

321373

348800

376016

376016

417113

499070

560576

540080

389690

334996

273468

225578

198280

164145

EXHAUST
HC

IN TONS

0.044
0.118
0.027
0.077
0.022
0.051
0.019
0.049
0.018
0.046
0.041
0.107
0.115
0.309
0.177
0.603
0.151
0.478
0.118
0.350
0.120
0.356
0.123
0.387
0.126
0.421
0.134
0.424
0.158
0.477
0.196
0.614
0.219
0.844
0.211
0.813
0.146
0.513
0.112
0.412
0.091
0.332
0.085
0.269
0.078
0.237
0.068
0.195

RUNNING
Loss
HC

IN TONS

0.004
0.019
0.002
0.009
0.001
0.004
0.001
0.005
0.001
0.006
0.004
0.019
0.014
0.060
0.024
0.132
0.020
0.101
0.015
0.074
0.015
0.080
0.017
0.097
0.019
0.116
0.022
0.125
0.030
0.159
0.041
0.231
0.051
0.319
0.051
0.319
0.032
0.174
0.021
0.125
0.015
0.086
0.011
0.058
0.009
0.043
0.008
0.035

RESTING
Loss
HC

IN TONS

0.002
0.003
0.001
0.002
0.001
0.001
0.000
0.001
0.001
0.001
0.002
0.003
0.006
0.010
0.010
0.019
0.008
0.017
0.007
0.014
0.007
0.015
0.007
0.018
0.008
0.020
0.009
0.021
0.011
0.024
0.015
0.031
0.018
0.037
0.018
0.037
0.011
0.025
0.008
0.020
0.006
0.015
0.005
0.011
0.004
0.009
0.003
0.007

HOURLY TOTAL

TOTAL
Hc

IN TONS

0.050
0.140
0.030
0.087
0.024
0.056
0.020
0.054
0.020
0.053
0.046
0.129
0.135
0.379
0.211
0.753
0.179
0.596
0.139
0.438
0.141
0.451
0.147
0.502
0.152
0.557
0.165
0.570
0.198
0.660
0.253
0.877
0.288
1.200
0.280
1.169
0.189
0.712
0.142
0.556
0.112
0.432
0.102
0.338
0.091
0.288
0.079
0.237

14.427

EXHAUST
NOX

IN TONS

0.220
0.232
0.153
0.190
0.125
0.109
0.116
0.108
0.101
0.106
0.175
0.235
0.434
0.705
0.640
1.156
0.581
1.042
0.486
0.787
0.479
0.748
0.488
0.768
0.494
0.826
0.518
0.814
0.587
0.898
0.697
1.062
0.748
1.351
0.708
1.328
0.512
1.016
0.425
0.770
0.358
0.630
0.339
0.498
0.327
0.475
0.302
0.399

26.269

EXHAUST
co

IN TONS

0.506
1.476
0.287
0.853
0.229
0.548
0.193
0.542
0.195
0.536
0.498
1.411
1.509
4.058
2.337
8.047
1.894
6.174
1.406
4.377
1.364
4.370
1.361
4.655
1.357
4.935
1.411
4.808
1.625
5.265
1.983
6.697
2.166
8.845
2.070
8.434
1.451
5.329
1.161
4.526
0.979
3.794
0.956
3.227
0.898
2.865
0.804
2.450

126.864



CMAQ5ANSYOUNGSTOWN2005 LRPBUILDNETWORKWITH2005 TRIPS 03MFLY96CRG
TOTALVEHICLEMILESFORHC, NOXANDCOWITHPOLLUTANTBURDENFOREVAPORATIONANDREFUELING

VMT VMT VMT EVAPORATIVE REFUELING TOTAL
HC NOX co NC

FwY SA
NC HC

FwY SA FwY SA IN TONS IN TONS IN TONS

3761932. 3761932. 3483270. 1.572 0.709 2.281
7441814. 7441814. 6890568. 3.083 1.473 4.556

GRAND TOTAL 21.264

THE NUMBER OF COORDINATES RRAD IS 3513
NUMBER OF LINKS READ IS 5068
NUMBER OF LINKS PROCESSED IS 5068

CMAQ5ANS (04-08-95) COMPLETED

YOUNGSTOWN AIR QUALITYANALYSIS

VMT POLLUTANT
HC HC co NOX HC NOX HC NOX

FACTOR FACTOR A17ER AHER
FREEWAY SUR ART TOTALVMT FACTOR FACTOR

2005 LRP
3,761,932 7,441,814 11,203,746 21.264 126.864 26.269 0.987 0.754 20.988 19.807



APPENDIXF

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT/INFORMATION RECORD



OVERVIEW OF PUBLIC REVIEW AND DISCUSSION

The RECORD of Public Review held by the Eastgate Development and Transportation Agency

on Wednesday, April 10, 1996, regarding the FY97-FY2000 Transportation Improvement
Program for Mahoning and Trumbull Counties is documented in Appendix F.

EDATA invites the public to participate in the public review by presenting oral and /or written
questions/comments/testimony. For this year’s Public Review, an open group discussion
ensued as to specific project status. This record contains a summary of that discussion; para-
phrasing the questions/comments/testimony presented (but not accompanied in a written for-
mat), and actual written correspondence sent to EDATA. An audio tape of the Public Review
Meeting is on file in the offices of the Eastgate Development and Transportation Agency.

This section of the public review RECORD presents a summary overview.

The Draft FY97-FY2000 TIP was available for review from April 8 through April 19, 1996 at
the following locations:

Mahoning County Commissioners Office Trumbull County Commissioners Office
120 Market Street 160 High Street NW
Youngstown, Ohio Warren, Ohio

Mahoning County Engineers Office Trumbull County Engineers Office
940 Bears Den Road 650 North River Road
Youngstown, Ohio Warren, Ohio

Eastgate Development and
Transportation Agency
April 8- April 19, 1996
PUBLIC MEETING: April 10, 1996
3:30 -5:30PM

In Attendance Open discussion
30

Location: Ohio One Building
2nd Floor Conference Room
25 E. Boardman Street
Youngstown, Ohio



INTRODUCTION

John R. Getchey, P.E., Executive Director of EDATA opened the public review meeting at
3:40 P.M. giving a brief introduction of staff; noting that representatives from the Ohio De-
partment of Transportation’s (ODOT) Central and District 4 Offices, and the Western Reserve
Transit Authority (WRTA) were also available for questions. Mr. Getchey explained that this
Public Involvement process provides an opportunity for all interested parties to comment/ques-
tion Highway and Transit projects programmed over the next four years. To summarize Mr.
Getchey said the following:

* As the Metropolitan Planning Organization [MPO] for Mahoning and Trumbull Counties, the
Eastgate Development and Transportation Agency [EDATA] annually prepares a Transporta-
tion Improvement Program [TIP].

* Traditionally this document is prepared annually. Because of the complexity of various
analyses that must be preformed, and other federal requirements, each year it has been more
difficult to have the document reviewed and submitted by July 1st to the FHWA/FTA for
approval. ODOT is revising the process and beginning with FY98 the TIP will be prepared
bimnual]y. Details on the development process for such an effort will be presented to all Dis-
tricts and MPO’s in November 1996.

* In order for the two county area to be eligible for federal funds for Highway and Transit
systems, it must have a Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) developed according to spe-
cific federal requirements. EDATA’s 2005 LRTP meets those federal regulations and thereby
maintains the regions eligibility to continue receipt of federal funding.

* The TIP includes a description of all Federal Aid Highway, Bridge and Transit improve-
ment projects and provides a comprehensive listing of transportation improvements within
Mahoning and Trumbull counties that will use federal and state funding in the next four years.

* The FY1997 - FY2000 TIP lists Bike-way, Railroad, Highway, Bridge, Transit
Improvements, Enhancements to improve pedestrian walkways and sidewalks, and Transporta-
tion system related projects.

* The TIP shows all of the improvements being considered by the WRTA, including items such
as operating cost and new vehicles.

* A Summary of the Air Quality Conformity is also provided.

* For informational purposes, projects not scheduled within the four year time frame are also
shown in the document.

* Included are Major/New Construction projects programmed by ODOT. In April 1995,
ODOT initiated a process for major new project selection that used transportation and econom-
ic development criteria to evaluate and select projects for the four year State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP). This process was finalized on February 16, 1996.

* One of the ODOT’S larger projects outside of the four year TIP program, the SR711 Connec-
tor, has been brought into the FY1997-2000 program. EDATA was notified on April 5,
1996 by ODOT that Governors Discretionary Funds were released amounting to approximately
$21 million. The state is working towards a construction award sometime in the year
2000/2001.



* During calender year 1995 over $20 million dollars of Federal and State money was spent in
the two county area for Federal Aid and State Aid Highway projects. For the previous year
(1994) over $27 million was spent for the two county area. EDATA has been involved in many
of the projects constructed within the two county area, without any extensive media coverage.
Many projects are on-going within the area, but it appears that only projects that have been de-
layed draw an interest or receive media coverage.

* Some of the larger projects that have sold this year are: The Mahoning Avenue Bridge Re-
placement (over Mill Creek Park) and the 1680 Resurfacing (from South Avenue to Steel
Street). Other projects advancing towards sale dates include but are not limited to: The Mahon-
ing Avenue Reconstruction (from Meander Reservoir to the Portage County line; Jacobs Road
Bridge Replacement; US224 Signalization project (from SRI 1 to 1680); Summit Street Bridge;
and the 180 Bridge Rehabilitation (over Mahoning River).

Mr. Getchey then introduced James Wells, EDATA’s Transportation Program Manager. Mr.
Wells began by saying it is required by federal mandate that all Air Quality Conformity find-
ings for EDATA’STIP/LRTP air qualityanalyses be presented at a Public Review and open to
questiorddiscussion. What has changed from last year’s Air Quality Conformity review and
should be noted, Mr. Wells explained, is that since February 1992, the EDATA staff actively
coordinated efforts with the Mahoning-Trumbull County Pollution Control Agency, Ohio EPA,
MS Consultants, and ODOT to address requirements for redesignation of the Mahoning-
Trumbull portion of the Air Quality Management Area to attainment for ozone.

On January 31, 1996 the U.S. EPA published a direct final rule in the Federal Register approv-
ing Ohio’s State ImplementationPlan (SIP) revision request to redesignate the Youngstown
(Mahoning-Trumbull Air Quality Management Area) marginal nonattainment area to attain-
ment, and established an ozone standard maintenance plan for the area. EDATA must now
maintain “attainment” of the PJational Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for at least ten
years from the date of redesignation. The “direct final rule”, effective April 1, 1996, alters
the process used in previous year TIP analysis and reporting requirements to demonstrate air
quality conformity within the EDATA area.

Based on U.S. EPA’s action to redesignate the area’s marginal nonattainment status to attain-
ment for ozone, model comparisons of the build/no build scenarios are no longer required. The
2005 budgets that are provided for the Youngstown area in the SIP revisions are the only
transportation conformity budgets established by the maintenance plan for this area. There are
no transportation conformity budgets set for the interim years.

Using an overhead transparency Mr. Wells detailed that the transportation conformity budgets
for 2005 will be 32.16 TPD of VOC and 27.30 TPD for NOX. Theses budgets are derived
from the SIP amendment and are based on allocating 30 percent of the VOC emissions safety
margin to the mobile source sector and 70 percent of the NOX emissions safety margin (dif-
ference between the total 2005 emissions and the 1990 emissions for VOC and NOX) to the
mobile sources sector. The redesignation does not require TCMS to maintain the ozone stan-
dard, unless growth in Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) emissions interfere with continued
attainment. Should TCMS be required as part of the contingency provisions of this State
Implementation Plan (SIP) revision, OEPA will consider mobility impacts in selecting the
appropriate TCMS to implement.



Continuing on, Mr. Wells stated that Conformity determinations for the EDATA nonattain-
ment area use a combination of the urban model and non-model analysis procedures to deter-
mine the emission burdens for the entire nonattainment area. The specific combination used is
determined by the geographic coverage of the area’s model. All of Mahoning County and two-
thirds of Trumbull County are covered by a transportation model which is used to perform the
emissions analysis. Referring to the hand-out, for the one-third of Trumbull County which is
not covered by this model, the emissions analysis was calculated using the 1990 Highway
Performance Monitoring System (HPMS) data. The total emissions burden generated from the
modeled portion of Trumbull County is factored to reconcile the model result with the HPMS
data from which the inventories were developed. The calibration factors applied to the 2005
model results to obtain the non-modeled area burden were; one-third of the 13.235 tons per
day for HC and one-third of the 11.296 tons per day for NOX. Consideration given to the one-
third HPMS of Trumbull County not in the model increases the areawide total of HC emissions
by 4.411 tons per day and the NOX emissions by 3.765 tons per day in 2005. The 2005 emis-
sion burden for both HC and NOX are less than the established budgets and meet the transpor-
tation conformity test.

Mr. Wells said EDATA’s TIP is consistent with the 2005 Long Range Transportation Plan
(LRTP) and identifies sources of the data for the most recent plarmmg assumptions. The
modeling process used to develop EDATA’s 2005 LRTP is calibrated using the 1990 Census
figures.

In closing, Mr. Wells explained EDATA is now in the process of updating the 2005 LRTP to
the outyear of 2020. A Working Papers package to Develop Goals, Objectives, and Policies
for the 2020 LRTP were distributed for informational purposes only. They are meant to gener-
ate thought about what we envision for the Mahoning and Trumbull Counties 2020 transporta-
tion system. This information was provided as a guide and for use to develop goals, objectives
and policies that will direct and control the LRTP within Mahoning and Trumbull counties.
The package contained examples of goals identified by several agencies, including EDATA,
from long range plaming update efforts. These materials should provide some idea of how
other regions of the county are responding to ISTEA to direct, control and achieve implemen-
tation of their plans. EDATA’s minimum requirement is to respond to the sixteen (16)
factors and public involvement efforts that have been identified by the FHWA; being explicit
in defining each goal, objective and policy to reduce the possibility of misunderstanding.

QUESTZON by Peter H. Milliken [Youngstown Vindicator-Staff Reporter]: Based on
information presented now, is there any possibility in the foreseeable future that either the
Federal or State EPA’s will require emissions testing of all vehicles for Mahoning and Trum-
bull Counties?

RESPONSE by Mr. Wells ~DATA Program Manager]: As far as what we have presented
in the redesignation submittal package and our air quality analysis model, emissions testing
will not be necessary. However, if our area would show four (4) exceedences of the NAAQS
in three consecutive years, violating the established ozone standard, we would be subject to
develop Transportation Control Measures (TCM) to reduce emissions. The question is well
noted due to the many problems with regards to the vehicle emissions Inspection and Main-
tenance (IM) program recently implemented in the Akron/Cleveland Ohio area.



Mr. Getchey then introduced Kathleen Rodi, EDATA’s Projects Engineer responsible for TIP
coordination. Ms. Rodi stated that EDATA invites the public to participate in the Public
Review by presenting oral and /or written questions/comments/testimony regarding EDATA’s
FY1997-FY2000 TIP for Mahoning and Trumbull counties. The draft TIP has been prepared
during the past year in conjunction with ODOT and with the participation of Public Agency
Providers of transportation services, as well as private organizations, and individuals. Continu-
ing on she said that Legal notice of this Public Review was published on March 27, 1996 in the
Youngstown Vindicator and the Warren Tribune. This public notification was published at
least 14 days prior to the Public Review as required by statute. In addition, notice of the Public
Review was included in a press release mailed April 3, 1996 to over thirty-five TV stations,
radio stations and newspapers within Mahoning and Trumbull Counties. The legal notice was
published again on April 3, 1996. Affected and/or interested governments, organizations and
individuals were also notified.

Ms. Rodi then briefly outlined the procedure for the review stating that:

(1) Groups or individuals who wish to present oral questions/comments/testimony are encour-
aged to provide for the record, a copy of those statements. If a copy of the statement is not
accompanied with the oral questions/comments/testimony, a paraphrase of the oral presentation
will be incorporated into the Public Review Record.

(2) It was requested that oral questions/comments/testimony and/or the submission of written
statements be preceded by giving your name, address, municipality or county of residence, and
the name of the agency or group you represent, if appropriate.

(3) In fairness to all present, Ms. Rodi urge each person presenting their testimony to adhere to
a five minute time limit. If the testimony is becoming repetitious or redundant or not relevant
to the subject of the review, she may ask the speaker to limit/or end their testimony.

(4) For the submission of written statements, the record for this Public Review will be open
until 5:00 P.M. on May 1, 1996. Comments may be submitted in person, by mail, or by
facsimile transmission and should be directed to the attention of

Mr. JOHN R. GETCHEY, P.E.
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT AND TIL4NSPORTATION AGENCY
OHIO ONE BUILDING, SUITE 400
25 E. BOARDMAN STREET
YOUNGSTOWN, OHIO 44503
FAX: 330/746-8509

(5) Ms. Rodi said that statements received/submitted at
locations mentioned earlier, will be available for public
1996.

this review today, and from the other
inspection at EDATA after May 10,
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OPEN COMMENTS/QUESTIONS/DISCUSSION PARAPHRASED
J_NOTACCOMP~IED BY WRITTEN Submission



COMMENT by Curt B. Seditz [Boardman Township Administrator]: Boardman Township
supports the proposed signalization project along US224. Mr. Seditz stressed that he speaks for
thousands of Boardman citizens-all supporting the proposed signalization work. Not only will
this project benefit our citizens, but also the citizens from the City of Canfield, the Village of
Poland and anyone traveling in this area. Mr. Seditz said, there is joint cooperation between
EDATA, ODOT District 4 and Boardman Township to bring this project to fruition as soon as
possible.

RESPONSE by Kathleen Rodi EDATA Projects Engineer]: Congestion Mitigation and Air
Quality (CMAQ) funds are programmed for the US224 Signalization project. The FHWA
issued guidance regarding the intent of the program and the types of projects eligible. The
funds are administered by ODOT for the state of Ohio, with the Federal share for most eligible
activities and projects being 80%. For this project, EDATA applied for 100% construction
according to United States Code Title 23 Sec. 120 (c). To determine eligibility EDATA sub-
mits a project description and emissions reduction analysis documenting air quality benefits for
the proposed project to ODOT District 4 and ODOT Central Office of Planning, requesting
review and recommendation to the Ohio EPA. If there is concurrence between ODOT and the
Ohio EPA on the project submittal, the project analysis will then be sent to the US DOT for
CMAQ eligibility review. If the project meets the standard criteria and emissions reduction
analysis methodologies accepted by the appropriate federal agencies, it will then be pro-
grammed into the EDATA TIP. EDATA has programmed six projects utilizing CMAQ fund-
ing. All projects have been determined eligible by the US DOT.

COMMENT FOLLOW-UP by Charles Tieche [City Manager-City of Canfield]: The City of
Canfield located on the western boarder of the US224 corridor is primarily a residential
community, and very aware of the traffic repercussions though the community. Mr. Tieche
continued saying consideration of extending the US224 Signalization project through Canfield
will benefit not only Canfield residents, but also those individuals from Austintown that come
to Canfield to get to Boardman, and those that travel from Boardman further to the west to get
to Ellsworth.

COMMENT by William D. DeCicco [CASTLO-Community Development Corporation-
Executive Director]: Although is it important to talk about air quality and environmental
concerns, what the Mahoning Valley needs drastically are jobs and job opportunities. Being
encouraged at some of the recent legislation, Mr. DeCicco said the development of “Brown
Field Sites” tax credits can be very promising to the area’s prime Brown Field industrial site
located along the Mahoning River, southeast of Youngstown and in the vicinity of Campbell,
Struthers and Lowellville. CASTLO, along with many citizens would like the assurance that
both the Center Street Bridge (MAH-CH3 13) and the Bridge Street (MAH-SR6 16) projects are
among the top priority projects for the county and highly favored in EDATA’s TIP.

RESPONSE by Kathleen Rodi ~DATA]: Yes, these projects are very important to the area.
We have been informed by ODOT that the sale date for the Center Street Bridge may be
moved up from FY99 to as early as FY97. The Bridge Street project is slated for a public
hearing very soon to discuss bridge alternatives. EDATA believes the state would also like to
bring these two projects to realization, noting the inconvenience of having the Center Street
Bridge closed, and the need to replace both bridges.

QUESTION by Gary Cook [Canfield Township]: In conjunction to the signalization project
along US224, there was a proposal to widen Western Reserve Road (MAH-CH32) by adding
lanes to by-pass and/or eliminate some of the traffic off US224. Is there an update as to what is
proposed?



RESPONSE by Kathleen Rodi ~DATA]: There are two phases of the Western Reserve Road
(MAH-32) project. Phase (1) limits are from Glenwood Avenue to 1680; Phase (2) limits
originally went from Knauff Road to Glenwood Avenue. At the request of the Mahoning
County Engineer’s office, the length of that project was reduced and are now from Tippecanoe
Road to Glenwood Avenue. Work is on going with programming for those projects scheduled
beyond FY2000 because of financial constraint.

COMMENT FOLLOW-UP by John Getchey, l?E. @DATA-Executive Director]: Address-
ing Mark Buccilli-Financial Resources Coordinator-Mahoning County Engineer’s office: Are
there plans to possibly use Issue 2 money for the segment of Western Reserve Road from
Knauff Road to Tippecanoe Road?

RESPONSE by mark BucciHi-FinanciaI Resources Coordinator-Mahoning County Engi-
neer’s]: There have been in-house discussions about conducting a speed study and possibly
doing a preliminary engineering work-up for that segment of Western Reserve Road, however
no final decision has been made at this time,

QUESTION by Charles Tieche [City of Canfield]: What is the current update on the US62
Relocation project located in the southern portion of Mahoning County?

RESPONSE by Jacob J. Wang, P.E. [ODOT District 4-P1anning Engineer]: The state is
still in the process of doing the Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed US62 project
between the Alliance and Salem bypass. A Major Investment Study (MIS), as required by
ISTEA, is planned for this project to further define the purpose and need.

COMMENT FOLLOW-UP by Charles Tieche [City of Canfield]: Why is this the same
statement we have been hearing for the last 15 to 20 years? This project has been pursued by
Stark, Columbiana, and Mahoning Counties since the early 70’s. It appears that we keep
hearing these studies are being done for the US62 Relocation southern connector without
anything being done.

RESPONSE by Jacob J. W’ang [ODOTl: The US62 Relocation studies began in the mid 60’s.
ODOT is still working to complete the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) with the knowl-
edge that currently, there is no money available at this time for construction. ODOT will
continue to work on this project. The project schedule can change based on funding availabili-
ty, nevertheless, it is likely that ODOT will not have funding for this project until at least 2004.

COMMENT by Kathleen Rodi ~DATA]: To follow-up on project advancement, there may
be a number of reasons a project can be delayed/advanced to sale date. For example, a tenta-
tive sale date for a specific project may be established, however if a milestone developmental
activity (Environmental Document, Line Grade and Typical Submittal, etc. ) has been delayed,
the review time at the District and Central office is also delayed, thereby moving the project
back. On the other hand, the project’s milestones activities may be ahead of schedule-moving
the project ahead. Projects are advanced to sale based on “readiness to proceed”. Several
communities have experienced both scenarios.

COMMENT FOLLOW-UP by Charles Tieche [City of Canfield]: This is not the case with
the US62 Relocation project, This is a totally State sponsored Federal Highway project, with
no local community involved in the finding match. Mr. Tieche asserted, that not only is it a
matter of state funding allocations declining, but even more so, maybe the priorities are chang-
ing by those studying this project.



QUESTION by Ron Barnhart ~illage of Lordstown-Planning & Zoning Administrator]:
Were the six projects programmed by EDATA using CMAQ funding, for 1995 or 1996 and
what is the total cost?

RESPONSE by Kathleen Rodi @DATA]: At that time, six projects were submitted before
the established November 13, 1995 CMAQ deadline, which has since been extended, thereby
allowing the possibility of adding CMAQ projects to the TIP. The Village of Lordstown’s
request for EDATA’s CMAQ funding for an intersection improvement will be subject to air
quality analysis, with CMAQ project eligibility pending. EDATA has programmed about $3.4
million in CMAQ finding.

QUESTZON by Ron Barnhart ~illage of Lordstown]: About twelve years ago, EDATA
passed a resolution supporting a SR45/176 Interchange, which was prioritized behind the
proposed Hubbard Expressway and the King Graves Road Interchange, speaking for the Vil-
lage of Lordstown, the project does not appear anywhere-What happen to it?

COMMENT FOLLOW-UP by John Getchey @DATA]: The interchange at SR45/176 was
identified in the previous LRTP, readily, Mr. Getchey could not recall exactly where, howev-
er, he stated that EDATA will check on this project and get back to him.

Refer to Written Comments - A.

COMMENT by John Getchey ~DATA]: If there are any questions, such as the one asked by
Lordstown about the SR45/176 project, or any problems/concerns about your project, or any
project, Ms. Rodi is the Project Expediter. It is her responsibility to closely follow and exped-
ite all of EDATA’s projects for the two county area. Periodically, forms will be distributed to
all sponsors of projects programmed in EDATA’s TIP. These forms will provide a means of
“TRACKING” the projects status and assure coordinating efforts between the sponsor, ODOT
and EDATA are on-going.

CONCLUSION OF OPEN COMMENTS/QUESTIONS/DISCUSSION:

Mr. Getchey thanked everyone for their questions/comments; again noting that staff and repre-
sentatives from ODOT and the WRTA will be available for one-on-one questions/cornrnents.



WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS WITH RESPONSE



Office of the Mayor

VHlage Council

Office of the Clerk

Office of the Treasurer

Board of Public Affairs

Water Department

Zoning Depwtment

Zoning Board of Appeals

Street Department

Income Tax Department

Parks Department

Recreation Department

Planning Commission

Buildings & Grounds
Department

X-Additional
at EDATA

1455 SALT SPRINGS ROAD, S.W.

LORDSTOWN, OHIO 44481-9658

(21 6) 824-2507 ● FAX (216) 824-3703

@ri] 12, 1996

Mr. James Wells, Transportation Engineer
E.D.A.T.A. Offices
Ohio One Building, Suite 400,25 E. Boardrnan Street
Youngstown, OH 44503

RE: Reprogramming State Route 45 and State Route 76 Interchange

Dear Mr. Wells,

As we spoke this past Wednesday at the TIP meeting, it appears that the
interchange programmed for S.R. 45 and S.R. 76 in Jackson Township, Mahoning
County, has somehow been scratched from the long range TIP plan.

XT
A

I am enclosing some information indicating the support that we had and
the time frame that we had programmed for this project. The Village of
Lordstown initiated this project and shortly thereafter was informed that
Mahoning County should sponsor the project since it is in Mahoning County.
From that point, we lost touch of it. This past Wednesday, I realized that it was
not on the priority list.

Please be advised that the Village of Lordstown, as well as Jackson
Township, feel a need for this interchange for economic development expansion.
We, therefore, would like this project to be reprogrammed with an initiation time
of 1986.

Please advise me who to contact at the county to sponsor this project. I
am also sending copies of this letter to the TAC and CAC committees for their
support.

SincereIy,

L=’-’’”=’”.Ron Bamha~
Planning and Zoning Administrator

CC: Lordstown Village Mayor and Council ‘
Jackson Township Trustees
Trumbull County Commissioners
Mahoning County Commissioners

attachments on file
offices.

L—---------J,



~ EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT& TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

Apri126,1996 ~

Mr. Ron Barnhart
Planning and Zoning Administrator
VlllageofLordstown
1455 Salt Springs Road
Lordsto~ Ohio 44481-9658

Dear Mr. Barnhart,

A

I am providing the following information, based on your inquiry at the TIP public
involvement ‘meeting- held on April 10th and your folloiv up letter dated April 12th,
regarding the 2005 Long Range Plan (LRP) status of the SR45/’I76 interchange project.

This improvement is documented in the EDATA ~o05T.RPUt)c!akas a “Future

h’eeds” - ODOT sponsored project. I have attached a copy of Page LRP2005-
ODOT/FNl. In the process of developing a 2005 Update to address the requirements of
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA), EDATA staff and ODOT-
District 4 persomel had numerous discussions concerning the inclusion of “financially
constrained” ODOT sponsored projects in the planning document. Generally, the product
of this effort amounted to EDATA only including those ODOT projects where, (1) fiture
funds were reasonably expected to be committed or (2) the planning, right-of-way,. or
construction phase was programmed in the Transportation Improvement Program at the
time of development of the 2005 LRP Update. The SR45/176 interchange did not meet

either of these criteria. The improvement was listed in the i%ture needs section as a
“stake-holder” project so that if fiture financial resources became available the project
= have been able to advance to an active status.

An attachment to your April 12th letter included a copy of ODOT’S February 10,
1987 letter to EDATA. That letter summarized ODOT’S policy of giving financial priority
to system preservation. Basically, that policy has not changed. ” ODOT has hOWeVerY’
initiated a process to establish priorities for major new highway construction projects. A
copy of ODOT’S current selection criteria is attached.-

A copy of a recent policy adopted by. ODOT for the construction of new
interchanges is also attached. Based on this policy, our local entities will be required to
provide at least fifty-percent of the total cost of a new interchange. In the development of
our 2020 Long Range Transportation” Plan various financial alternatives that assess the
fifiy percent local shareof the total cost for new interchanges will have to be explored.

.,

.,

Q)RECYCLSO PAPER

John R. Getch ey, P.E., Director

(216) 746-7601 OhioOneBuilding.Suite400“25E.BoardmanStreetoYoungstown,Ohio44503 FAX (216)746-8509



Mr. Ron Barnhart
April 26, 1996
page 2

EDATA shall keep you informed on the progress of the 2020 Long Range
Transportation Plan as it evolves. Your efforts to advance this or any other transportation
improvement is appreciated and your input will be considered in preparing the new Plan.
If you have any questions, please telephone me at (330) 746-7601.

Sincerely,
EASTG.4TE DEVELOPhfENT AND
TRANSPORTATION AGEhTCY

James T. Wells, Lfanager
Transportation Programs

copy: ltl-tovol.wps





A

Policy 6- ODOT will build no new interchange= without at least a 50 percent contribution
of the cost of.the interchange from either private, local or other non-ODOT funds. ODOT
may not require the interchmge proponent to pay for the entire cost of improvements to the
general purpose highway lanes affected by the project. However, at least 50 percent of the cost
of the interchange itself will. have to be provided by non-ODOT controlled funds. When general
purpose lanes are required to offset the impact of the interchange upon the level of service,
ODOT will negotiate the contribution to be required. As ci:ed in policy 13, ODOT does not

award economic points for retail activity believing that retail growth largely comes at [he

expense of other Ohio retailers. JVhen new interchanges, or interchange modl>cations, serve

predominately new retail development, 90 percent of the cost of rhe interchange shall be
requiredfrom non-ODOT control[edfurdr. If the interchange is for a predominately tourism-

oriented development, the amount of the contribution will be commensurate with the amount of

economic activity generated and by the length of the tourism season involved. Because tourism
can be seasona[, the trafic impacts ojlen are seasona[. If the tozrist season is short-[ived and
the economic impacts not year-round, ODOT will expect the local interchange beneficiaries [o
cover a higher percentage of [he cost.

SOURCE: ODOT - Discussion of Policies Inherent in ODOT’s Major New Construction,
Project Selection Process
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Eastg-ate Development and Transportation Agency I

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAIM
PUBLIC CONIIMENTS

April 10, 1996

_____..-
Telephone: (-330] 7s5” /4s- I

Please use this form to indicate your comments on the FY 1997-FY 2000
Transportation Improvement Program or you may go to the PUBLIC
COMMENT table where we will ta >e recorcl your verbal colnments.

JRecorded comments will be limite to three minutes so that everyone will
have an opportunity to express their vie~vs on this Progx-aln.

(additional iines are avai~ablc on the back of this form)

Your comments may be submitted at this meeting or mailed to:

Mr. John R. Getchey, P.E.
Executive Director

Eastgate Development and Trans~>ortation Agency
Ohio One Building, Suite 400

25 East Boardman Street
Youngstown, Ohio 44503 r~-..***Mailed comments must be received al EDA TA by M E .Q’W q~ii

r

,(,,~
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EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT& TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

May3, 1996

The Honorable George D.

B
Tablack-.

Mayor, City of Cam~bell
351 Temey Avenue
Campbell, Ohio 4450.5

Dear Mayor:

This letter is in response to the Public Review Comment form received at the EDAT.4offices on April
19, 1996 inquiring-about the status

-

1. Center Street Bridge
2. Bridge Street Bridge
3. Wilson Avenue
4. Coitsville Road

of the following projects:

Sponsor

Mahon@ County Engineers
ODOT
Ci[y of Campbell
City of Campbell

The summary below includes the project name, project identification number (PID#), County-Route-
Section designation (km) of programmed projects, and a brief summary of the project’s current status.

1. Center Street Brid~e, PIDS 4229, MAH-CH3 13-0.629: In April 1996, EDATAwas informed by
ODOT that the project’s developmental milestones i~rereprogress~ng[Ot!le point ‘.rhere the s~!e date
for this project may be moved up from the FY99, to 2s early x FYQ7. Currently, progrmmi:lg for
~i~h(.of.}~~a~acquisi[i~ll ij [~~[a[ise]y Schedu]ed to b::induringFY98 withthestar!ofCoi;struc[;on

t:nt~[~~relys;heduledforF1’99.

2.Bridge Street Bridge, PID# 4130, MAH-SR616-4.973: A recent follow-up call \vas placed to ODOT
District 4 on April 26, 1996, questioning as [o lrheth~i the Envirorunental Document \vas subini[ted
to the FH\VA and when the Public Hearing to revie~f”bridge alternati~reswould be heki.

The draftEnvironmentalDocument was completed25cI submittedby ODOT District4 totheODOT
CentralOfficeforreview,and thentotheFHW’Afor Zpproval. The FHJJ’Ahad additional detailed
comments on the Environmental Document that needed addressed by District 4/Consultant. Those
comments where addressed and re-submitted to the ODOT Centr21 Office for finrd review before re-
subtnittal to the FHWA. Apparently this is \vhere a delay in the process began. It somehow became
idled at ODOT’S Central Office since February 9, 1996.

As of this date, the project is now in review by ODOT’SCentral office (Mr. Wayne Ford/staff), with
anticipated submittal to the FHWA, (Mr. Lyle Hyde/s[aff), by May 9, 1996. FHWAstaff will exped-
ite this review and if there are no firther comments, the Environmental Document will be approved.
The project will be cleared back through ODOT’SCentral office, with ODOT District 4 expecting the
Environmental Document’s return sometime during tht week of May 13, 1996. Anticipate knowing
more information by the week of May 20, 1996. District 4 should have more information as to the
availability of Public Hearing dates.’

(Q16) 746.7601 Ohio One Building“Suite400 .25E. Boardman Street “ Youngstown, Ohio 44503 FAX (216) 746-8509



Mayor Tablack
May3, 1996
page 2

3.Wilson Avenue, PID#13798, MAH-SR289-3.862: Preliminary Engineering has been authorized for
this project. According to CT Consultants, the Line Grade and Typical (LG&T) section review was

anticipated to be submitted on April 16, 1996. Surveying and mapping was behind schedule due to
the winter project start. Currently this project is programmed for construction in FY2000.

4.Coitsville Road, PID# 14451, MAH-Coitsville Road-0,000: Preliminary Engineering has been au-
thorized for this project. Anticipated LG&T submittal ii set for June 1, 1996, with a Phase I Signal
Justification Study results to be determined. Currently this project is programmed for construction in
FY1997.

Thank you for your comments, interest, and continuing support of your region’s projects. Should you
have any questions on this summary, please call me at any time, (330) 746-7601.

Respectfully, /
EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT AND

Projects Engineer

cc: Charles M. Terek, City of Campbell, Director of Administration
Jacob J. Wang, P.E., ODOT District 4

6Tablack.503/Correspondence/#602
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I Eastgate Development and T1-ansportation Ag-ency I

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAhIf
PUBLIC COMMENTS

April 10, 1996

Name:
FRANK l’IcCLAIN

Address:
5818 Fairlawn Avenue, SE.

Hubbard, Ohio 44425-2505

Telephone: 330-759-1528

Please use this form to indicate your comments on the FY 1997-FY 2000
Transportation Improvement Program or you may go to the PUBLIC
COMMENT table where we will t.a e recorcl your verbal comments.

JRecorcleci comments will be limite to three minutes so that cweryone will
have an opportunity to express their views on this Program.

COM,~ENTS:
T’/lO AT TACIE19 SH.’IlTS , TBIE FIRST ONE ASKS

,/;:.... ‘,

/++’ ““
TH3 QUESTION IF THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE

/

\
i ,,

G+?’ *

AREA FROM RESIDENT IAL\AGRICULTURAL TO..’

@/ ;Q
BUSINESS \LIGHT INDUSTRIAL SINCE THE FIRST.

~J$y

$ $$ /“’ ~~ PROPOSED INTERCHANGE LOCAT ION WAS ANNOUITCED

HAD BEEN INCLUDED WHEN THE NEW RMTKING WAS MADE.

(additional lines are available 011 the back of this form)

Your comments may be submitted at this meeting or mailed to:

Mr. John R. Getchey, P.E.
Executive Director

Eastgate Development and Transportation Agency
Ohio One Building, Suite 400

25 East Boardman Street
Youngstown, Ohio 44503

**:+’:Mailed comments must be received at IZDA TA by May 1, 1996**a:



CO.M.MENTS (Continued): THE SECOITD SlZ131!lTRENEWS A SUBJECT

DISCUSSED OVER TllENTY-FIVE YEARS AGO.

NAMELY, HAVING TH13 HUBBARD EXPRESSWAY

SYSTEM ●

. .$’,..,

Thank You for your participation!
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TO: Eastgate Development and Transportation Agency

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM -- PUBLIC COMMENTS

Subject: RANKING OF THE HUBBARD EXPRESSWAY.

The Hubbard Expressway was recently given the RANK of 65 in the ODOT 1997-2000
Major New Construction Program. It is my understanding that the criteria applied in
establishing the ranking included the economic development along each individual project.
Therefore it is my feeling that the economic development in Hubbard Township along SR-
304 (West Liberty Street) from the Liberty Township line eastward to Bell-Wick Road was
not considered when establishing this ranking.

Prior to the public announcement back in the 1960’s stating the proposed centerline and
location of interchanges, the area listed in the above paragraph consisted of residential and
agricultural properties. When the location of the interchange was given as 1000 feet west
of Bell-Wick Road on SR 304, various business started to move into this area. Township
Zoning records will substantiate that the following were built and are in operation today:

Starting at the Liberty Township line, along the south side of SR 304, A warehouse, Rental
Storage Buildings, A Lumber Yard (Hubbard Lumber), A Church being built today, A
Multi-story Office (Re-Sash), Rental Storage Buildings, Farm Equipment Sales and Repair,
a Dry Cleaning Outlet and An Insurance Office and Commercial Building.

Starting at the Liberty Township Line, along the north side of SR 304, an Industrial
Complex on Gale Avenue consisting of An industrial construction equipment sales and
service facility, 2 warehouses, 2 Freight Truck Terminals (Roadway and ABF Truck Lines)
and US Extrusion and Die Company. Back on SR 304, A large Warehouse with provisions
for an industrial complex, A Lumber Yard and Hardware (Buckeye-Tack), An Auto Sales
and Repair Building, A Banquet Building (Roma Manor) and A Bowling Alley (Bell-Wick
Bowl).

It is my feeling that these business located here to have access to the interchange which
would provide their customers the ability to travel on the proposed expressway or 1-80.

My question. Were these business taken into account when the Ranking of the Hubbard
Expressway was established?

In Youngstown, since the amouncement of the center line was made, a housing
development was established north of McGuffey Road between Lansdowne Blvd. and
Liberty Road. Also the Super Max State Prison located south-east of McGuffey and Jacob
Roads is being constructed at the present time. (’.i., .$”~<y>..;

+,/’7” ‘
~+~ ~“&~

/’””

@“’

\ ‘ /’””
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TO: Eastgate Development and Transportation Agency

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM -- PUBLIC COMMENTS

Subject: THE HUBBARD EXPRESSWAY.

Over 25 years ago at a series of Public Meetings that I attended, a subject that was
repeatedly brought up was securing an Interstate Number for the proposed route of the
Hubbard Expressway. The general opinion was that securing an Interstate Number would
make this roadway a part of the Federal Interstate System and thus be eligible to receive
Federal Monies for it’s construction.

At this same time the expressway being constructed from South Avenue southward to the
Ohio Turnpike, then designated 1-80-S was given the number ~. Thus it became eligible
for Federal Funds for it’s construction and today it’s maintenance costs are covered by funds
designated Interstate Maintenance.

A study of the State of Ohio Highway hlap will reveal that many new highway interchanges
or extensions of freeways are being constructed because they are classified as a part of the
Federal Interstate System and are using funds from that source.

The present classification of the Hubbard Expressway is the same as the ~ Expressway
and depends on the availability of funds from the Ohio Department of Transportation which
as of this date are insufficient to cover all the proposed State construction.

The Ohio Turnpike, formerly known as 1-80-S had a new number assigned to it and is now
known as I-76. I feel that the present section ofu south to I-76 should be renumbered
to a more truthful number associated with I-76 and the 680 number assigned to the Hubbard
Expressway from the Market - South Avenue exits to where it joins 1-80 in Hubbard
Township. This may expedite the construction of this road.

.

.’.



EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT& TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

May 16, 1996 c

Mr. Frank McClain
5818 Fairlawn Avenue, SE.
Hubbard, Ohio 44425-2505

Dear Mr McClain:

The follcwing is in response to the Public Review Comment form received at our office on April 30,
1996documenting your interest and concerns regarding two specific issues relative to advancing the
construction of the Hubbard Expressway.

Youhave.questioned if the redevelopmentof residential/agricultural areas to business/light industrial
areas, dating back to the original announcementof a proposed centerline and interchange location along
the expressway, had been considered in ODOT’snew ranking system for major/new projects.

ODCYT’Snew ranking system criteria used formulas that measured everything from traffic
engineering data to economic development potential. Economic development criteria such
as the number of jobs created, jobs retention, economic distress (based upon severity of the
unemployment rate of the county), cost effectiveness of investment and level of investment
attracted by the project were to be measured for each project. Appendix C of the FY97-
FY2000 Transportation In:pio-;ement Program (TIP) contains additional information on
criteria used by ODOT in this effort.

lbur second comment details the significance of obtaining Intersmte s[atus for this section of
bi@v2y.

The Hubbard Expressway, as programmed in the current TIP for informational purposes
only, has been identified by the project name (US62), project identification number
(PID#9566), and County-Route-Section(MAHITRU-US62-O.869).This project is proposed
at eighty percent (80%) federal funding and twenty percent (20%) state funding.

Additional information on the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA)
Federal Funding Categories is shown at Appendix D of the FY97-FY2000TIP. Under the
item 100% Federal Fundhw Provisions, there are three sections of Tit!e 23 USC identi~-
ing areas where ODOT can obtain increased Federal participation:

1. “G” Funding Provisions
2. Credit Bridge Program
3. Toll Revenue Soft Match Credit

The first two sections are not applicable to the construction of this new expressway facility.
The third, Toll Revenue Soft Match Credit offers the best opportunity for 100% funding of
this facility. However, to quali~ for the credit the state of Ohio’s total non-federal transpor-
tation capital expenditures (including highways, transit and turnpike) for the application
period must equal or exceed the average of the same such expenditures for the three preced- “
ing fiscal years. This is termed Maintenance of Effort (MOE).

@
RECYCLED PAPER

John R. Getchey, P.E., Director

(216) 746-7601 OhioOneBuilding. Suite400 . 25E.Boardmanstreet “ Youngstown,OhioAA50a FAX(216)746-8509



Mr. Frank McClain
May 16, 1996
page 2

The Toll Revenue Soft Match Credit essentially allows a state, local government or a transit
authority to use ~ federal appropriated balances to cover all or a portions of the local
share on any Title 23 project. Soft Match Credit does not provide for any additional fund-
ing. It only allows for a new way to finance 100% of a project using existing federal appro-
priations.

The following is offered in response to your comment regarding the alternative to draw fimd-
ing from the Federal Interstate System for use on extensions of freeways classified as Intes-
tates. Interstate construction according to ISTEA, provides funding for the basic Federal-aid
highwayprogram and contains a funding category for Interstate Construction (I). This
funding was available for the initial construction of remaining portions of the Interstate
Highway System as designated in the 1981 Interstate Cost Estimate, with the normal federal
participation at 90%. The only remaining projects in Ohio that are eligible for “I” funding
are a portion of IR75 located in Toledo, IR 271 in Cleveland, and the completion of IR670
in Columbus.

Thank you for attending the Public Review Meeting and supporting your region’s projects. Should you
have any questions on this summary, please call me at any time, (330) 746-7601.

Respectfully,
EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT AND

Projects Engineer

cc: Jacob J. Wang, P.E., ODOT District 4

6klcClain.516/Correspondence/#602
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Eastg-ate Development anti Transportation Agency

TRANSPORTATION IiNIPROVEMENT PROGRAM
PUBLIC COMMENTS

April 10, 1996

Please use this fornl to indicate your comments on the FY 1!39’7-FY 2000
Transportation Inlprovenlent Prograln Or You Inay go to the P~-JBLIC
COhfhfENT table where we will ta e record your verbal con~nlents.
Recorded conlments will be Iirnite x to three nlinutes so that ever)-one Ivill
have an opportunity to express their views on this Program.
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Xfr. John R. Getchey, P.E.
,. Executive Director.fi /
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Eastgate Development and Transportation Agency
Ohio One Building, Suite 400

25 East Board man Street
Youngstown, Ohio 44503



EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT& TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

h~ay 3, 1996 D
The Honorable Daniel C. Marnula
Mayor, City of Struthers
16~ Morrison street
Strwhers, Ohio 44471

Dear Mayor:

This letter isinresponse tothe~blic Revie\v Comentfom received atthe EDATAoffices on April
19, 1996ada foilow-up totelephone calls inquiring about thestatus of the follo\ving project:

Ik!2iKt Sponsor

‘ I. Bridge Street Bridge ODOT

The summary below includes the project name, project identification number (PID#), County-Route-
Section designation (km) of programmed projects, and a brief summary of the project’s current status.

1. Bridge Street Bridge, PID+’4130, MAH-SR616-4.973: A recent follow-up call was placed to ODOT
District 4 on April 26, 1996, questioning as to whether the Environmemal Document was submitted
to the FHWA and when the Public Hearing to review bridge alternatives wrould be held.

The draft Environmental Dccument was completed and subrnkteci by ODOT District 4 to the ODOT
C?ntraiOfficeforre~’iew,and thento[heFHW!A for approval. The FHY$!4had additicna! detailed
comme?ts on rhe Environmental Document [hat needed addressed by District 4; Consultant. Those
ccrnments \rhere addressed and re-submiued co the OD@i’ Cen!ral Office for final review before re-
submi[[al to the FHW’A. Appareruly this is ~vhere a d?la:y in the process begail. It somehow became
idled a ODOT’S Cerxral Office since February 9, 1996.

As of this date, the project is now in review by ODOT’S Central office (Mr. Wayne Ford/staff), with
amicipated subrniual to the FHWA, (Mr. Lyle H)+de/staff), by May 9, 1996. FHWA staff will exped-
ite this review and if there are no further comments, the Environmental Document will be approved.
The project tvill be cleared back through ODOT’S Central office, \vith ODOT District 4 expecting the
Environmental Document’s return sometime during the week of May 13, 1996. Anticipate kno~ving
more information by the week of hlay 20, 1996. District 4 should have more information as to the
availability of Public Hearing dates.

Thank you for attending the Public Review Meeting and supporting the region’s projects. Shou!d you
have any questions on this summary, please call meat any time, (330) 746-7601.

Respectfully,
AND

cc: Jacob J. Wang, P.E., ODOT District 4
6Marnula.503/Correspondence/#602

@
RECYCLEO pAPER

Joh II R. Getch cy, P. E., Director

(216) 746-7601 Ohio One Building . Suite 400 . 25 E. Boardman Street “ Youngstom. Ohio 44503 FAX (216) 746-8509
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OHIO
CITY OF SEBRING 135 EAST OHIO AVE., SEBRING, 0H[044672

May 9, 1996

Eastgate Development and Transportation Agency
Ohio One Building, Suite 400
25 E. Boardman Street
Youngstown, OH 44503

Attn: Mr. John Getchey
Ms. Kathleen Rodi

Dear Mr. Getchey and Ms. Rodi:

The next phase of Route 62 relocation completion is very critical to the
economic development of the Village of Sebring.

Sebring does not have any major highvay that goes through. Therefore,
you have to have a reason to travel here. The proposed off/on ramp at 12th
Street (within a mile from Village limits) would be of a great advantage to
help us grow.

We are fortunate to have an Industrial Park of 55 acres, in which is housed
MPI Labels (one of seven across the country; Little Tikes (a division of Rubber-
maid); Electronic Circuits and Design Co., Inc. (manufacturer of circuit boards);
Tru-Cut, Inc. (tool and die manufacturers); Sebring Fluid Power (hydraulics);
J. F. Martts (engineering). At this time approximately 30 semi-trucks travel to
and from our Industrial Park daily. Our roads were not built to handle this
kind of heavy traffic. The completion of this part of Route 62 would very much
benefit our Industrial Park users.

We have a very large retirement community of approximately 700 residents,
and growing, in our Village. The residents are from many different areas and
states. The completion of this part of Route 62 would provide much better
access for visitors.

Much money has been wasted on numerous studies as this has been in the
process for approximately 40 years. It seems it is time for action now before
another “study” is necessary.

Thank you so much for whatever assistance you can be to get this project
to fruition. Anything we need to do towards this, please do not hesitate to
contact us.

Sincerely,
h“

~fie ~[]f\,/’7,,, ..{..’ : \“’..—.— .-.. —-—--

DC/row
uL1~.. :,i ..CAJ”. -. -------0

6



EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT& TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

May 15, 1996 E
The Honorable Daphne R. Camell
Mayor, City of Sebring
133 East Ohio Avenue
Sebring, Ohio 44672

Dear Mayor:

This letter is in response to written comments received at the EDATAoffices on h4ay 10, 1996 con-
cerning the US62 Relocation project.

..

Many oftheimportantissuesstatedinyourcorrespondence;an Interchangeat12thStreet,opportunity
foreconomicgrowth,providingadequateingress/egressforheavytrucktrafficand accessibilityto/fronl
yourcommunity,and neighboringcomrnunhiesareparamountobjectivesthatwould benefit(heregion
if(hk projectis“implemented.

According to ODOT’S 1997-2000 Major New Construction Program list that was finalized on February
16, 1996, COL/MAH-14F Phase III (construct new facility on new alignment from Salem Bypass to
SRI 1) and STA/MAH-62-Phase I (construct new 4 lane facility on new location between SR225 and
SR14), ranked 40 and 45th, respectively. ODOT states that because of the dynamic nature of transpor-
tation improvement needs, it is prudent for the department to develop a program of projects only about
10 years long and concentrate on these projects for construction. Inclusive of this 10-year program,
ODOT will actively pursue development of [he top 100 candidate major new projects, widl resources
devoted based on the rank order of project importance. For instance, detail design and right-of-~tfay
expenditures will only be authorized for the projects in the IO-year program.

ODOT District 4 has stated there is no money a\’ailabIe at this time for construction, but the project
schedule can change based on funding a~’ailability. ODOT has indicated finding for the construction
phase of this project ~!’ouldnot be altailable until at least 2004.

Presently, the state is striving to concluded the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Study for the
proposed US62 Relocation Project between .Mliance and [he Salem bypass. ODOT anticipated comple-
tion of this document by the end of 1995, holve~er, due to new federal requirements, in addition to
federal requirements in place during the projec[’s formulation, the EIS is on-going. As stated in your
letter, action is needed before another study is necessary, nevertheless, the Interrnodal Surface Trans-
portation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) requires that a NfajorInvestment Srudy (hfIS) be conducted for this
corridor. ODOT and EDATA are actively pursuing efforts to complete this study in a timely manner.

Thank you for your comments, interest, and continuing support of your region’s projects. Should you
have any questions on this summary, please call meat any time, (330) 746-7601.

Respectfitlly,
EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT AND

di?’”fl
TRA S RTATION GE ‘

&
/.

ti~m
t en Lynn - ‘~

Projects Engineer.’

cc.:Jacob J. Wang, “P.E., ODOT District 4
6Cannc11.515/Corrcspondencel~60Z

@
RECYCLED FbPER

John R. Getchc.v P.E., Director

~~~) 746-7601 Ohio One Building . Suite 400.25 E. Boardman Street . Youngstown, Ohio 44503 F.4X &?6! 746-8509
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PRO(!I’ tit’ I“IIIILICATION

STATEOF01110 SS Swph(!IIA.Ros2f2’yk

I;UOLIC NOTI(’I;
NOTICE OF A’PUIH.ICI{KVIK}VhlEl:TIN(;1:01{‘MIX

uftAivFv 1997-FY2UOIJ‘rlt~Nsi’olt”rt\rrloN” .
lM1’ROVEhlEN”r l’ltO(; l{Ahl FOI{

MAIIONINC ANO “rl{UhlllU1.L COUNTII:S
~~ln accordance will) tlte rcquircmrmt ad k” Imcrmmlul Surfiwe
‘.”,Transportation El ficicncy ACI. IIU! Lmlgmc [)t!vcltqmwttit WI
~: Transportation Agency (liOATAl anuouncm IIIC wuilut,ilily of IIIL’
j? draft FY 1997 - IV 2000 Transportation Impruvcment I’rogr:tm

.(TII’) for Mahoning and Trumtmll counties. TIIe TIP will bc *vfiil-

,able for review aI a pohlic metling III he bekl mI \Vcdncwloy, April
10, 191)6 from 330-S:30 P.111. in the Md floor mulilorium o( the

i Ohio one lluihliu~. Y lfiI\l Oudm:m Strccl, YmIII~sImvu. ‘IIIc “I’ll’
! includes a tlescriplion of Fukrttl Aid highw:ty, hridgt’ :Iml w,tusit
i improvements programmed for the next four yews.

., Copies or ihc T1l’ will be avaikddc IU k’ public for viewing at Ilw
following Iocdinns: EMgalc Oevcl:qmcut and lr~nip,,rtution

Agency, Ohio One Iluilding. Suik 400, Ymrngwmvn; hl:IlumIng

Cmmty Commissiurkrs’ olficc, 120 M3rkl !itrccl, YmINpttowII:
klahoning County I@inctr’,s officr. 940 Ileur. ULVI Uwul. Ymunpw

“town: Trumbull County Cmnmissitmtr$” otficc. liIO Ilig!h SIrecl
N\Vf Warren: Trumbull Cuumy Engineer’s olltcr, 6511 NorIb Nivcr
Road, Warren; and Ibe obio Ucpartmeni of ‘Ir:l!l.l),,rl:ttit,lt lhsIrIct
4 Office. 70S Oakwood Slrcel. lkIvcmIJ.
The TIP will hc rwailublc fur review from /\pril II, 1996 d!r,mph

April 19, 199fI. Anyone wid!ing 10 submi[ o wri{lco M;IIemCIII cml-
cerning the TIP UVJy do w by m~ilit~g i! to the llAwgiIIe UCvclop- ,
mem and Trnnspor[N ion Agency, 2S 1%1 Bt,firdnlfill slrc~l. Suiw
400. Youngstown, ohio 44S03. ,

‘ Iktgate Oevelopmcnt imd Trmwportntion Agency ‘

Jihn R. Gctchey, P.E., Executive I)ircclor
#87.2T-Wednesday 10 April 3, 19’)6 - #6{J7683

-——. . . . . . . . . . . . ..

TRUIKBDLL COUNTY

bclng dulysworn,upon oathsays thathe 1sUMpubllsher

ofthoTrlbunoChronlclo,(adlvlslonofThomson Newspapers

hllchlgan,Inc.),a datlyoewspaper printedintheCityof

Warren, Countyoflhm]bull,and StatoofOhioand ofgeneral

circulationinthoCityof Warren,TrumbullCounty,Ohioand
ls Indcpcndcntin POIIUCS

That the attached ADVERTISEMENTwas publlshedInthe
TribuneChronlcloevery Wednesday for two

consccutlvowocksandthatthoftrstlnsertlonwas on

Wednesday thC 27th day Of March

19 96.

Sworntobchrc meandsubscrlbodinmy~fcsoncothis
3rd (hyof April 19 96at Warren,

Ohio.
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EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT& TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

For Release: Immediate, April 3, 1996

NSPORTATION IMPRO VEMEiVT PRO~RA.ikf

PUBLIC REVIEW MEETING SET

The Eastgate Development and Transportation .4gency (ED.4TA), in

accordance with the requirements of the Intermodal Surface Transportation

Efficiency .4ct (ISTEA) of 1991, will be holding a public review meeting for the

draft Fiscal Year 1997-2000 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The

meeting will be held on Wednesday, .4pril 10. 1996 from 3:30-5:30 p.nl. in the

second floor auditorium of the Ohio One Building. 25 East Boardman Street.

Youngstown. Copies of the draft TIP will be available for review and ED.4T.4

staff members will be on hand to ans~ver questions. The meeting is open to the

public and all interested citizens are encouraged to attend.

Copies of the TIP are also available for public viewing at the Mahoning

and Trumbull County Commissioners offices, the Mahoning and Trumbull

County Engineer’s “offices, the Ohio Department of Transportation’s District 4

office in Ravenna, and the ED.4TA offices from April 8-19, 1996.

The TIP includes a description of all Federal aid highway, bridge and

transit improvement projects programmed for Mahoning and Trumbull counties in

the next four years. For more information on the TIP or the Public Review

hfeeting, contact Kathleen Rodi or Jim Wells of EDATA at (330) 746-7601.

@
RECYCLED PAPER

.]()))tt R. G’/[’lic-v.P.E., Dircc.f(~r

(216) 746.7601 Ohio One Building . Suite 400 . 25 E. Boardman Street “ Youngsto\vn. Ohio 44503 FAX (216)746.8509
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TIPU
An overview of the EDATA Transportation Improvement Program Spring 1996

Introduction

EDATA, as the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for Mahoning and Trumbull
counties, is required to annually prepare a Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The
programming of funding for highway projects located on portions of the Federal Aid System
in these counties is the direct responsibility of the EDATA General Policy Board. The TJP
provides a comprehensive listing of transportation improvements within the two county area
that will use federal and state funding, and are scheduled for implementation over the next
four years.

These improvements are based on the transportation planning process and transportation
plans resulting from the prwess. The Intermodal Surface Transpmtation Efficiency Act of
1991 (ISTEA) requires that a TIP must be developed for each metropolitan area by the MPO
for that metropolitan area, in cooperation with the State and a~a transit operatocs, This TIP
should include all projects to be funded with Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) or
Federal Transit Administration (lTA) funds. The TIP must be updated and approved at least
every two years by the MPO and the Governor, with an opportunisty for public comment prior
to approval. The TIP must include a financial plan that demonstrates how it can be implem-
ented, and must be consistent with funding reasonably expected to be available.

Preparation of the TIP involves cooperation at all levels ofgovernmentinadditiontocitizen
participation.TheEDATA TechnicalAdvisoryCommitteeandChizensAdvisoryBoard
reviewandrecommendtheTIPtotheEDATA GeneralPolicyBoard.EDATA regularly
holdsprojectreviewmeetingswithrepresentativesoftheOhioDepartmentofTransportation,
andCounty,City,andVillageEngineerstoreviewanddiscuss the status of the individual
projects. Each project must be in conformance with short and long range transportation plans
for the region and be in conformance with requirements established in the 1990 Clean Air
Act Amendments.

The Transportation Improvement Program

Funding available for program development purposes combines previous fund balances with
other categorical funding programs. Each fiscal year, EDATA receives an allocation of STP
funds from the State in an amount determined by a funding formula. The FFY97 allocations
for STP, DSB and CMAQ funds were increased to compensate for the FFY96 12.54% cut in
these allocations due to ISTEA Section 1OO3(C).The projected obligation limit for FFY97
was accordingly reduced to 100% from the 105.4% FFY96 level. The FFY92-95 non-
attributable STP/DSB allocations for EDATA were adjusted downwards by approximately
$89,000 per year to reflectthe area’s lower population in the 1990 census compared to the
1980 census. This allocation reduction will be spread out over a four year Fried and sub-
tracted from the initial STP/DSB/Restoration Fund allocations.

project amounts programmed must be financially constrained, and cannot exceed the available
funding for the four year period covered by the TIP. For the FY1997-FY2000 TIP the follow-
ing funds are available for programming for FY1W7:

FFY1997SurfaceTransportationProgram(STP)& DonorStateBonus: $3,464,000*
MinimumAllocation(MA): 4,518,000

FFY1997CongestionMitigation/AirQuality: 1,882,000*
TotalProjectedFundingCapacity:$9,864,000

* - Tokdshownis 100% of apportionmentsubjectto ceiling. For MA it is thetotalavaikzble.

Anticipated allocations for FFY1997 through FF”Y2000program years for STP, Donor State
Bonus, and Minimum Allocation funds total $3,611,000 annually. Since CMAQ obligation
authority is being granted to the MPOS for FY1997 through FY2000, for TIP f~cal restraint
purposes EDATA can program up to $5,493,000 per year during tlus period. As of January
1996, over $35 million in STP, Donor State Bonus, and Minimum Allocation funds have
been obligated to projects in Mahoning and Trumbull Counties.

Serving the Northeast Ohio area since 1973 Page 1



An overview of the EDA TA Transportation Improvement Program Spring 1996

Transportation Improvement Program ● Fiscal Years 1997 to 2000 Federal Aid projects
PID# Section Length

To@ Type ;
p~yt of * Project

A; County
Fussdusebyphase(in033’s)

A Route miles km. miles tins. Location ● Terrnini “ Description (~ 000’s)FUSIdS: 1997 1998 1999 2000 spo~o’ [

Mahoning O&D Survey
E Tmmbull

A I I I
0.10 ; 0.16 Youngsiowm- westof FrontSt.- trktgerehabititatim

FromWebbRd. toSalt Springs Rd.;
- Wkkning

MPO STPR&C StateSTPC

k+TP
IL

3050 NH

s

P 63 ; EDATA

lerving the Northeast Ohio area since 1973 Page 2



An overview of the EDATA Transportation Improvement Program Spring 1996
Transportation Improvement Program ● Fiscal Years 1997 to 2000 Federal Aid projects

PID# Section Length
Total Type g

;;: County
pp~yt of ~

Route
Fund use by phase (in 030’s) Project

miles km. miles km. Location . Tertnini . Description (inOQos) Funds ; i997 1998 1999 2000 sp”~”r

0.00 Youngstown PhaseHICitywidesignalprogram
0.03
0.00: MPOSTG C
0,03 I

I.92 3.09 lSouth Ave. (Phase2) frurnWesternReserveRd. to President

O.o1 0.02 PolandVillageMainSt, Bridge#31betweenRiversideDr,
and US224- bridge~placement

003 lFtirgrowdBlvdto TiffmyDr, -signalizationupgrade

2.05 3.30 IWilsonAve. N coro. limitto S corn. limit safetvuDm’ade

3.03 0,05 Lowellville WoodSt. 1.29mileseastof village
west corp.limit replacebridge

- bridgereplacement -

[8.30 29.45 Conrail-FreedomSeconcknymif -bankrailrcadtrack
betweenLeavittsbum.WamenandRavenm

).13 0.21 Niles- IxtweerrMcKeeslane andOliveSt.
- bridgereplacement #034-92

974

4950
!0

nYoungstown

Serviag the Northeast Ohio area since 1973 Page 3



An overview of the EDA TA Transportation Improvement Program Spring 1996
Transportation Improvement Program ● Fiscal Years 1997 to 2000 Federal Aid projects

PID# Section Length
Toral Type ~

;; County
p@&t of ~ Fund use by phase (in 003’s) Project

Route miles km. miles km. Location o Terrnini o Description (inOorrs) Funk g 1997 1998 1999 2000 sponsor

I ]Trumhull IElmRd. I

MPOSTP C ‘ I STP
L

c
c

c

c
c

c
c

c
c

c
c
c
c

R
c
R
c

c
c

c
c

c
c

c
c

c
c

c
c

c
R
c

c

c
c
.;
P
c
P
c.x
c

c
c,..,:

c
R

150 :

1400
360

80
:720

20

Warren

Slate

Serving the Northeast Ohio area since 1973 Page 4



An overview of the EDA TA Transportation Improvement Program Spring 199(
Transportation Improvement Program ● Fiscal Years 1997 to 2000 Federal Aid projects

F’m# Seetion Length
Topl Type ~
pruud of ~ Fundusebyphase(in000’s) Project

;;; County Route miles km miles km. Location “ Terrnini “ Description (incoos)Funds : 1997 1998 1999 2000 Sponsor

Serving the Northeast Ohio area since 1973 Page 5



Transit Improvements

The Western Reserve Transit Authority (WRTA) annually receives funding for operating and capital assistance from the Federal Transit Administra-
tion (FTA) and the Ohio Department of Transportation. The Transit Development Program (TDP)is developed for the WRTA by EDATA, and is
updated on an annual basis. The TDP defines the needs of the WRTA and serves as a basis for operating and capital needs documentation.

ComputerizedFuelStation
TiR Lease
l-Servicevehicle(CNG)
Misc.Maintenanceequipment
EmissionTesting Equipment
ITA SpecializedTmnsportation Program
(formerly known as Section 16Program)

Tkc Lease
l-Setice vehicle (CNG)
Electronicfanhxes
Radios

Tire Lease

I Service Vetticle

1- “Trolley-like”bus w/related equipment
I -25’ CNG s~C~dl .hVh van

Tire Lease

State’s Fiscal Year 1997- beginsJuly 1,1996

Expansion $65,000 FTA 49 USC Section 53o7 $52,000 $6S00
Replaeemcnt $48,000 FTA 49 USC Smtion5307 $38,400 $4,800
Replacement $20,MXI lTA 49 USC Scetion 5307 $16,000 $2,(JIO
ExpJReplacc $20,000 FTA49usc %ction 53o7 $#f# $2,000
Expansion $45,000 FTA49 USC Scdion 5307 $4,500
Exp.kpl= $71.851 lTA 49 USC Section 5310 $57:481 $0

State’s Fiscal Year 1998- begins July 1,1997

Replacement $50,000 FTA 49 USC Section 5307 $40,000
Replacement $20,000 ITA 49 USC Scetion 5307 $16,000
Replacement $200,000 ITA 49 USC ,%etion5307 $160,000
Replacement $200,000 ITA 49 USCSection5307 $160,000

SIW’s Fiscal Year 1999- begins July 1,1998

Replacement $52,0013 FrA 49 usc Section5307 $41,600
Replacement $20,000 ITA 49 USC Section5307 $16,000
Exp./Replace $300,W0 ITA 49 USC.!+xtion5307 $240,000
Exp./Replacc $72,000 ITA 49 USCSeztion5307 $57,600

We’s Fiscal Year 2000- begins July 1,1999
Replacement $54,000 FTA 49 USC Section 5307 $43,200
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$20,000
$20,000

$5,200
$2,000

$30,000
$7,200

$5,400

$6,500
$4,800
$2,000
$2,000
$4,500

$0

$5,000
$2,000

$20,000
$20,000

$5,200
$2,000

$30,000
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$0

:
$0
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$0
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APPENDIX G

RESOLUTIONS



Appendix G contains General Policy Board (GPB) Resolutions affirming the Conformity
Documentation between the SIP, Plan and TIP.



GPB RESOLUTION #016-96

RESOLUTION
FISCAL YEAR 1997-2000 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVE-
MENT PROGRAM CONFORMITY DETERMINATION
WITH THE OHIO STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
UNDER THE 1990 CLEAN AIR ACT AMENDMENTS

WHEREAS, the Eastgate Developmentand Transportation Agency (EDATA)is the officially designat-
ed Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for transportation planning in the Mahoning and Trumbull
Counties Study Area; and

WHEREAS, the Mahoning and Trumbull Counties Study Area has achieved attainment of the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ozone and has been officially redesignated to “Attainment”
from “Marginal Nonattainment” for Ozone Pollutants ( Federal Register-January 31, 1996) by the United

States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA); and

WHEREAS, the Eastgate Development and Transportation Agency is responsible for developing a

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for the Mahoning and Trumbull Counties area; and

WHEREAS, the FY97-FY2000 MPO TIP will become effective concurrent with US DOT
approval of the FY97-FY2000 Ohio State Transportation Improvement Program; and

WHEREAS, Section 176(c)(3) of the Clean Air Act (the Act), as amended by the Clean Air Act

Amendments (the Amendments) of 1990, requires that the Eastgate Development and Transportation
Agency must make a determination that the Transportation Improvement Program for the Mahoning and
Trumbull Counties area is in conformity with respect to the Ohio State Implementation Plan for attainment

of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the General Policy Board of the Eastgate Development
and Transportation Agency, State of Ohio, that:

Section 1. The EDATA determines that there is conformity between the FY97 - FY2000 Transporta-

tion Improvement Program and the Ohio State Implementation Plan for the attainment of the NAAQS.

Section 2. The EDATA determines that the FY97 - FY2000 Transportation Improvement Program

as endorsed for Mahoning and Trumbull Counties area conforms to the Ohio State Implementation Plan, by

supporting its intentions of maintaining attainment of the NAAQS.

Section 3. The EDATAassures that the FY97 - FY2000 Transportation Improvement Program con-
tains no goals, directives, recommendations, or projects which contradict any requirements or commitments
of the Ohio State Implementation Plan.



Section 4. The EDATA finds that, following a quantitative analysis by the Ohio Department of Trans-

portation Bureau of Technical Services utilizing project data from EDATA and emission factors from

Mobile5a, the Mobile Source Emission Factor Model distributed by U.S. EPA, the FY97 - FY2000 Trans-
portation Improvement Program (TIP) was found to be consistent with the State Implementation Plan
(SIP) with respect to hydrocarbon emission reductions.

Section 5. The EDATA determines that the FY97 - FY2000 Transportation Improvement Program will
contribute to annual reductions in carbon monoxide and ozone emissions in the non-attainment area.

Section 6. The EDATA further determines that the FY97 - FY2000 Transportation Improvement
Program does not increase the frequency or severity of emissions of the relevant pollutants in the future,

relative to emissions over the same period without the program.

Passed this 13th day of June , 1996

ATTEST:



GPB RESOLUTION #017-96

RESOLUTION
of the

EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
concerning

Affirmation of the Transportation Plan
Approval of the Transportation Improvement Program

consistency between the Transportation Plan and
Transportation Improvement Program within the

State Implementation Plan

WHEREAS, the Eastgate Development and Transportation Agency (EDATA) is designated as the
Metropolitan Plaming Organization by the Governor acting through the Ohio Department of Transporta-
tion, and in cooperation with locally-elected officials for Mahoning and Trumbull Counties; and

WHEREAS, EDATA, pursuant to the Ohio Office of Management and Budget Intergovernmental
Review Process, is designated as the Intergovernmental Review Agency for Mahoning and Trumbull Coun-
ties; and

WHEREAS, the MPO has, pursuant to 23 United States Code 134, and 49 United States Code 1602(a),
1603(a), and 1604 (g)(1), caused a Transportation Plan consisting of a Long Range Plan dated October
1994 to be prepared; and

WHEREAS, the MPO has, pursuant to 23 United States Code 134, and 49 United States Code
1602(a)(z), 1603(a), and 1604(g)(l) and (1), prepared a Transportation Improvement Program for Fiscal
Years 1997 through 2000; and

WHEREAS, the Mahoning and Trumbull Counties Study Area has achieved attainment of the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ozone and has been officially redesignated to “Attainment”

from “Marginal Nonattaimnent” for Ozone Pollutants ( Federal Register-January 31, 1996) by the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA); and

WHEREAS, the Transportation Plan has been determined to be consistent with air quality goals based

on recent qualitative analyses, and no significant changes to the transportation plan have taken place which
adversely affect air quality; and

WHEREAS, following a quantitative analysis by the Ohio Department of Transportation Bureau of

Technical Services utilizing project data from EDATA and emission factors from Mobile5a, the Mobile
Source Emission Factor Model distributed by U.S. EPA, the FY97 - FY2000 Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) was found to be consistent with the State Implementation Plan (SIP) with respect to hydro-

carbon emission reductions;

●



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED:

1. That this Board reaffirms its approval of the Long Range Plan as the Transportation Plan for the
Youngstown-Warren area and recommends that its members incorporate these improvements into
their planning for transportation improvements in their governmental units; and

2. That this Board adopts the Fiscal Year 1997 through 2000 Transportation Improvement Program and
recommends that its members incorporate these improvements into their transportation improvement
programming for their governmental units; and

3. That this Board affirms the consistency between the Transportation Plan and the State Implementa-
tion Plan: and

4. That this Board affirms the consistency between the Fiscal Year 1997 through 2000 Transportation

Program and the State Implementation Plan; and

5. That this Board affirms the FY97-FY2000 MPO TIP will become effective concurrent with US DOT
approval of the FY97-FY2000 Ohio State Transportation Improvement Program.

Passed this 13th day of June , 1996.
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GPB RESOLUTION #018-96

RESOLUTION
CERTIFICATION OF THE URBAN TRANSPORTATION
PLANNING PROCESS OF THE EASTGATE DEVELOP-

MENT AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

WHEREAS, the Eastgate Development and Transportation Agency (EDATA) is designated as the

Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) by the Governor of Ohio acting through the Ohio Department
of Transportation (ODOT) and in cooperation with locally-elected officials in the Youngstown-Warren
urbanized area as evidenced in the Agreement of Cooperation, number 8218, between ODOT and EDATA

dated April 13, 1995, encompassing Mahoning and Trumbull Counties, and in accordance with 23 CFR
450.106 and 49 CFR 613.100; and

WHEREAS, the federal regulations pertaining to urban transportation planning, published as 23 CFR
450, October 28, 1993, require the MPO and ODOT to certify that the transportation planning process
cooperative] y conducted is in conformance with the regulations; and

WHEREAS, the federal regulations, 23 CFR 450, require that the urban transportation plaming proc-

ess shall include activities to support the development and implementation of a transportation plan (450.322)
and a Transportation Improvement Program (450.324 -450. 332) inclusive of an annual element and subse-
quent project development activities to the degree appropriate for the area. These activities have been acted

upon by the General Policy Board of the EDATA by separate resolution number 062-95, dated July 13,
1995; and

WHEREAS, the federal regulations, 23 CFR 450, also require that the State and EDATAshall annual-
ly certify to the FHWAand the FTA that the transportation planning process is addressing the major issues
facing the area and is being carried out in accordance with all applicable requirements of

1. Section 134 of title 23, U.S.C. section 8 of the Federal Transit Act (49 U.S.C. app. 1607);

2. In nonattainment and maintenance areas, sections 174 and 176(c)and (d) of the Clean Air Act as
amended (42 U.S.C. 7504, 7506 (c) and (d)); and

3. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Title VI assurance executed by each State under 23

U.S.C. 324 and 29 U.S,C. 794;

4. Section 1003(b)of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (Pub. L. 102-240,
105 Stat. 1914) regarding the involvement of disadvantagedbusiness enterprises in FHWAand the
FTA finded projects (sec. 105(f), Pub. L. 97-424, 96 Stat. 2100; 49 CFR part 23);

5. The provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (Pub. L. 101-336, 104 Stat. 327, as
amended) and U.S. DOT regulations “Transportation for Individuals with Disabilities” (49 CFR
parts 27, 37, and 38); and



WHEREAS, at least every two years, the State shall submit the entire proposed STIP, and amendments
as necessary, concurrently to the FHWAand the FTA for joint approval, and certify that the transportation
planning process is being carried out in accordance with all applicable requirements of the five elements
identified above, as well as:

1. 23 U.S.C. 135, section 8(q) of the Federal Transit Act; and

2. The provisions of 49 CFR part 20 regarding restrictions on influencing certain Federal activities.

WHEREAS, 23 CFR 450.316 further requires that the Metropolitan transportation planning process
must explicitly consider, analyze as appropriate, and reflect in the plaming process products the 15 factors
identifiedat Section 134(f)of title 23 U.S.C., and Federal Transit Act section 8(f.)(49 U.S.C. app. 1607(t);
and

WHEREAS, where the need for a major metropolitan transportation investment is identified, and
Federal funds are potentially involved, major investment studies (450.3 18) shall be undertaken to develop
or refine the plan and lead to decisions by EDATA, in cooperation with participating agencies, on the
design concept and scope of the investment; and

WHEREAS, as mandated by 23 CFR 453.320 the required provisions of the management system
regulations 23 CFR part 500, within the EDATA metropolitan plaming area, the congestion management,

public transportation, and intermodal management systems (450.320), to the extent appropriate, shall be

part of the metropolitan transportation planning process required under the provisions of 23 U.S .C. 134 and
49 U.S.C. app. 1607.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Eastgate Development and Transportation
Agency certifies, in consideration of the requirements listed herein and to the degree appropriate for the

size of the area and the complexity of its transportation problems, that the urban transportation planning
process is being carried out in conformance with all the applicable federal requirements of 23 CFR 450.

Passed this 13th day of June , 1996.
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